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MONDAY, JANUARY 20, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPEcIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 356, 
Old House Building, Hon. George A. Shuford (chairman of the sub- 
committee), presiding. 

Subcommittee members present: Representatives Shuford (pre- 
siding), Sisk, Adair, and Weaver. 

Mr. Suurorp. The meeting of this special subcommittee will come 
to order. 

We are meeting this morning to consider the bill, H. R. 9700 which 
seeks to consolidate into one act all of the laws administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

This same subcommittee in the 1st session of the 85th Congress held 
a hearing on March 11, 1957, on H. R. 53 which sought to consolidate 
into one act all of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion on the subject of compensation, pension, hospitalization, medical 
and burial benefits, and administration. This legislation was reported 
favorably by the subcommittee and unanimously reported by the full 
committee, subsequently enacted into law as Public Law 85-86. 

The bill we are considering this morning incorporates all of the 
provisions included in Public Law 85-86, and in addition, seeks to 
consolidate all of the other laws not covered by Public Law 85-86. 
Among these are the education and training laws, the so-called GI 
bills of rights, vocational rehabilitation, loan guaranty, insurance, aid 
to State homes, mustering-out payments, unemployment compensa- 
tion, et cetera. If and when H. R. 9700 is enacted into law all of the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration will be in one act 
and will greatly facilitate the administration of veterans’ benefits by 
the Veterans’ Administration. In addition, it will be of the greatest 
aid and assistance to service officers throughout the country and to 
Members of Congress in meeting the daily requests of their con- 
stituents. 

H. R. 9700 was drafted in the legislative counsel’s office by Mr. 
James Meredith Menger. 

The bill was the subject of numerous staff conferences following the 
recess of the Ist session of the 84th Congress, in which Mr. Menger 
and representatives of the Office of the Associate General Counsel of 
the Veterans’ Administration and the staff of the committee partici- 
pated. Every effort has been made to make this bill conform to 
existing law with the exception of minor changes which will be enum- 
erated and indicated as the hearing progresses this morning. 
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In addition to the Veterans’ Administration report which will be 
inserted in the record and discussed later by VA officials the bill has 
been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget and the General Account- 
ing Office and the Treasury Department. All of the reports are in 
and are favorable and will be included in this hearing at this point 
if there is no objection. 

Hearing none, they are included. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, January 15, 1958. 
B-134712 
Hon. Ouin E, Teacuer, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CuatrMan: Reference is made to your letter of Decem- 
ber 16, 1957, transmitting for our consideration and report copies of 
Committee Print A of a proposed bill to consolidate into one act all 
of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration, introduced 
by you on January 7, 1958, and designated H. R. 9700. 

As stated in your letter, this bill is a further extension of the general 
principle underlying the enactment of Public Law 85-56; that is, to 
set out in one act all of the existing laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration now contained in various statutes and regulations. | 
This, of course, is a highly commendable and extremely desirable 
undertaking, which I am sure you are aware has our strong 
endorsement. 

It is understood that the bill in its present form represents the 
results achieved after months of preparation and consideration of 
numerous committee prints and extended conferences among the 
staff of your committee, the House Legislative Counsel’s Office, and 
the Office of Legislation of the Veterans’ Administration. It is also 
understood that some minor policy changes have been adopted in an 
effort to streamline administration and to simplify, and make more 
uniform, the provisions of the present laws where practicable. From 
the limited review of the bill which we have been able to make within 
the available time we believe that its provisions generally embrace the 
existing law intended; and we feel that the bill should receive favor- 
able consideration. 

If you desire any further information or assistance, we assure you 
and your committee of our full cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosppH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


VeTERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 17, 1958. 


Hon. Ourn E. Tracue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Tracue: This is in reply to your request of December 
16, 1957, for a report on Committee Print A of December 16, 1957, 
entitled ‘‘A bill to consolidate into one act all of the laws administered 
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by the Veterans’ Administration, and for other purposes.” Since 
your request, the bill has been introduced as H. R. 9700, 85th Con- 
gress, having the same title, and our comments will be addressed to 
that bill, which centains a number of perfecting revisions resulting 
from staff study of the committee print. 

The purpose of the bill is indicated by its title. It is essentially a 
restatement of all of the existing laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration. It will consolidate and integrate these laws in one 
comprehensive enactment, achieving simplification of language in 
many areas and enabling all persons concerned to use it with the 
confident understanding that it embraces in one statutory ‘‘package’”’ 
the many and diverse laws administered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion which heretofore have been scattered among a series of separate 
enactments. 

The Veterans’ Administration has been pleased to provide consider- 
able assistance to the staff of the committee and the Office of the 
House Legislative Counsel through extensive analyses and research, 
resulting in suggested revisions in earlier drafts of the bill as prepared 
by a representative of the House Legislative Counsel under the super- 
vision of the counsel of the committee. Considered as a whole, it is 
believed that the bill is presently an accurate restatement of the law, 
subject to a few relatively minor changes which generally are of a per- 
fecting nature and do not have a major impact. 

A number of technical and formal revisions to the current draft of 
the bill have already been informally communicated. In addition, 
the enclosed comments indicate certain suggestions which are either 
deemed essential or well worth the committee’s consideration. As in 
the past, the legislative and other representatives of the Veterans’ 
Administration stand ready to provide any further technical assistance 
in this matter which the committee may desire. 

The enactment of this bill will not, as a restatement, involve addi- 
tional cost to the Government. The few changes in existing law which 
are included will entail a relatively small increase in cost. Probably 
the chief single item of increased cost will be that resulting from the 
inclusion of the 1954 Air Force ROTC graduates who served in the 
National Guard on training duty for a period prior to February 1, 
1955, within the coverage of the educational and loan provisions of 
the bill. It is estimated that the total increased cost of this feature 
will approximate $1,200,000 (and not more than $480,000 in a single 
year) for benefits, and 4 or 5 percent of that amount for administra- 
tion. In addition, the bill will liberalize, to a limited extent, the 
coverage of National Guard men, cadets and midshipmen, selectees, 
and reservists for purposes of most of the benefits administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration, and will, except as otherwise specified, 
cover prior service of the new groups for purposes of future benefits. 
It is impossible to estimate the dollar amount of the increased costs 
resulting from these aspects, but the cost can be assumed to be rela- 
tively small. If the suggestion in the analysis with respect to liberal- 
izing the eligibility of retired personnel for medical and burial benefits 
is adopted, it is believed that the resultant cost, if any, will be 
negligible. 

This report does not deal with title XX (Unemployment Compensa- 
tion and Employment Service) and title XXI (Mustering-Out Pay- 
ments) which restate laws administered by the Department of Labor 
and the military departments, respectively. 
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Subject to consideration of the enclosed detailed comments, the 
Veterans’ Administration is pleased to recommend favorable con- 
sideration of this constructive measure and will continue its endeavors 
to assist the committee representatives in identifying and correcting 
any additional discrepancies or errors of detail which may be disclosed 
as a result of further study. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that while 
there is no objection to the submission of this report, the Bureau 
does not believe that a consolidation bill is an appropriate vehicle 
for substantive changes in existing law. The Bureau does, however, 
favor the basic consolidation purpose of H. R. 9700. 

Sincerely yours, 
SumNER G. WuairtTIER, 
Administrator. 


ComMMENTS OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION ON SpectFic ASPECTS OF 
H. R. 9700 


GENERAL 


The dominant purpose of this legislation is to consolidate into one 
integrated statute all of the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration. The bill effectuates this purpose by a comprehensive 
restatement of existing laws, with separate titles pertaining to specific 
programs, preceded by generally applicable definitions, and containing, 
separately, miscellaneous provisions governing matters of adminis- 
tration and procedure. <A very small number of changes in existing 
laws are contained in the bill, the purpose apparently having been to 
include only a minimal number of changes considered as obviously 
desirable and noncontroversial. 

The more significant of the proposed changes in existing law are 
the following: 

(1) Existing coverage of certain service groups is somewhat broad- 
ened in several particulars. This chiefly applies as follows: 

(a) Provisions qualifying certain types of National Guard training 
duty as active service for purposes of all Veterans’ Administration 
benefits, except education under title XVI and loan guaranty under 
title XVIII, if disability from any cause was sustained during active 
duty for training or injury was sustained during inactive duty training. 
This applies to training of guardsmen under certain provisions of 
title 32, United States Code, and covers generally the type of training 
which originally qualified them for specific benefits, including com- 
pensation, under Public Law 108, 8ist Congress. Public Law 108 
and its current restatement (32 U.S. C. 318) require that such training 
be for more than 30 days to qualify disability from disease for benefits 
and, if it is less than 30 days, limits the coverage to injury. By 
definitions in section 101 of the bill, this distinction would be elimi- 
nated and, unlike the limitation of existing law to specific benefits, 
would grant a general service status upon incurrence of disability 
during training as prescribed and thus broaden the range of benefits 
available. This will result in equalizing the status of these National 
Guardsmen with that of reservists. The bill would add training 
under section 316 of title 32, which deals with duty as instructors at 
rifle ranges for the training of civilians in the use of military arms. 
The proposed expansion of coverage for this group is desirable in the 
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interests of uniform treatment and is consistent with what was done 
for purposes of dependency and indemnity compensation in Public 
Law 881, 84th Congress. 

(6) Section 106 (b) qualifies generally for purposes of compensation, 
dependency and indemnity compensation, insurance, special housin 
assistance, vocational rehabilitation, payment on an automobile, oa 
determination of service connection for medical and hospitalization 
purposes the status of preenlistees, draftees, and National Guard men 
called to Federal service, where an injury or disease is incurred while 
en route to or from, or at, a place for final acceptance or entry upon 
active duty. In the main, this is a liberalization of existing laws 
which provide certain benefits in these cases where the incident oc- 
curred during the World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict 
periods. This is a desirable expansion and also follows the precedent 
established by Public Law 881, 84th Congress, for purposes of depend- 
ency and indemnity compensation. 

(c) Subsection 101 (21) (D) includes service as a cadet or midship- 
man at one of the service academies within the definition of active 
duty, which, in turn, constitutes active military, naval, or air service 
for the purposes of the bill generally. At present, this group is not 
generally eligible for wartime benefits except those provided for 
World War II service. The effect of the bill is to constitute their 
service during any of the war periods, including the Korean conflict 
period, as active service entitling them to the various wartime benefits, 
such as war rates of compensation, pension, and the status of war 
veterans for purposes of hospitalization and medical treatment, if 
other conditions are met. It is noted, however, that the educational 
provisions in title XVI would continue the existing exclusion of time 
spent at one of the academies in measuring the duration of the vet- 
eran’s entitlement to this benefit. Here again, the bill extends the 
pattern cut by Public Law 881 to various benefits additional to de- 
pendency and indemnity compensation. 

(d) Subsection 106 (c) extends the provision contained in Public 
Law 881 relative to a continuing active-duty status after release or 
discharge subsequent to December 31, 1956, during the period re- 

uired for travel to home, to apply to all benefits administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

(e) Subsection 106 (d) makes the so-called portal-to-portal principle 
of Public Law 881 applicable for purposes of the various benefits 
administered by this agency. This 1s the provision that if a properly 
authorized individual assumes an obligation to perform active duty 
for training or inactive duty training and is disabled or dies from an 
injury incurred after December 31, 1956, while proceeding directly to, 
or returning directly from, such training, he shall be deemed to be 
on active duty for training or inactive duty training, as the case may 
be, at the time the injury was incurred. Since the bill constitutes 
training duty as active service where disability or death from injury 
is sustained, this will have the effect of providing various additional 
benefits administered by the Veterans’ Administration to the group 
affected, including disability compensation. 

During the consideration of H. R. 7089, 84th Congress, which 
beeame Public Law 881, 84th Congress, the Veterans’ Administration 
pointed out that the portal-to-portal provisions of that bill would 
cover a variety of situations in which a reservist or National Guard 

20487—58——2 
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man undertakes to attend weekly drills or other training activities 
without there being any specific order giving him a duty status while 
going to or from the point of training. The question was then raised 
as to whether the Government should recognize an obligation to pro- 
vide this type of protection for purposes of the new death benefit 
established by that legislation. This remains a problematical area 
from the standpoint of policy, but in view of the enactment of this 
principle for purposes of dependency and indemnity compensation, 
it would appear that, if this liberal protection is to be continued for 
that purpose, the present bill merely represents a logical extension of 
the principle to include other benefits. 

(f) Subsection 101 (23) (B) specifically includes in the definition of 
“inactive duty training’”— 
special additional duties authorized for Reserves * * * by an authority desig- 
nated by the Secretary concerned and performed by them on a voluntary basis 
in connection with the prescribed training or maintenance activities of the units 
to which they are assigned. 

This would not appear to require a specific order for the particular 
voluntary duty situation and may be a liberalization of existing laws. 
It is to be noted, however, that subsection 101 (31) of title 10, United 
States Code, dealing generally with the ‘‘Armed Forces,” defines 
inactive duty training to include this type of duty. While no objec- 
tion is made, it should be pointed out that some difficulties will be 
encountered in determining with reasonable certainty whether the 
duty claimed to have been performed under these rather indefinite 
criteria meets the requirements specified. This is complicated by 
the fact that the inclusion of this category is not limited to voluntar 
duties of this character performed after the effective date of the bill 
but, like most of the provisions expanding the coverage of particular 
groups, would cover such duty rendered previously for purposes of 
future benefits. 

(g) Section 3105 specifically includes commissioned officers of the 

Yoast and Geodetic Survey and of the Public Health Service within 
the provisions concerning waiver of retirement pay in certain cases 
in order to receive an amount of pension or compensation from the 
Veterans’ Administration equivalent to the amount of retirement pay 
which has been waived. 

(h) As stated in item (a) above, the general expansions of coverage 
for various types of training duty would not apply to educational 
benefits under title XVI or loan benefits under title XVIII. A 
significant exception exists. Each of these titles specifically provides 
that service performed on active duty for training under section 99 of 
the National Defense Act between June 30, 1954, and February 1, 
1955, by persons commissioned in the District of Columbia Air 
Nationa! Guard who completed the course of training in the Air Force 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps during 1954 shall constitute active 
duty within the requirements of each of those titles. This will have 
the effect of making education and training under what was previously 
title II of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 and 
loan assistance under title III of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
of 1944, as restated in this bill, available to persons in this category. 
The group consists of approximately 1,500 ROTC graduates from the 
1954 classes for whom the Air Force was unable to provide commis- 
sions in the Air Force Reserve, and who instead were given the option, 
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as against being drafted, of accepting a commission in the Air National 
Guard of the District of Columbia and entering upon active duty for 
training in a National Guard capacity for an extended period of some 3 
years. These persons are already covered generally for purposes of 
basic benefits, such as compensation, but they are not eligible for so- 
called readjustment benefits. Other bills are pending before the 
committee to grant these benefits, apparently on the theory that the 
duty performed is essentially similar to the duty which would be 
performed had the persons concerned been commissioned in the Air 
Force Reserve and called to extended active duty as had theretofore 
been the practice with respect to ROTC graduates. The Veterans’ 
Administration reported under date of Kpril 2 2, 1957 (Committee 
Print No. 76), on H. R. 4433, 85th Congress, and September 11, 1957 
(Committee Print No. 148), on H. R. 2578, 85th Congress, which 
would accomplish this purpose, including some benefits additional to 
those covered by the present bill. These reports recognized that a 
persuasive case can be urged in behalf of this group but indicated that 
the Department of Defense would have a primary interest and, with- 
out making a definite recommendation, suggested that the views of 
that Department be ascertained. 

(2) The bill also proposes the following changes in existing law with 
respect to the Government insurance programs: 

(a) Section 722 restates the existing section 620 of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act to authorize the granting of insurance to 
persons with a service-connected disability after their separation from 
service. Existing law requires that application for such insurance 
must be made within 1 year from the date service connection of the 
disability is determined by the Veterans’ Administration. The bill 
would extend the time for application with respect to persons shown 
to have been mentally incompetent during any part of the 1-year 
period by authorizing an application in such cases within 1 year after 
a guardian is appointed or within 1 year after the removal of the 
mental disability, whichever is the earlier date. Where the guardian 
was appointed or the removal of the disability occurred prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1959, application may be made within 1 year of that date. 
Experi ience under the existing law has disclosed certain hardship cases 
in which an incompetent veteran, in the absence of a guardian to act 
for him, has been unable to secure insurance to which he would other- 
wise be entitled. The Veterans’ Administration believes this proposed 
change in the law is meritorious and recommends its adoption. 

(b) Prior to the enactment of Public Law 881, 84th Congress, if 
the 5-year term period of any level premium term policy expired when 
the policy was lapsed, such policy could not be reinstated and there 
was no authority to grant new insurance. Public Law 881 amended 
the National Service Life Insurance Act to provide certain relief in 
such cases to authorize reinstatement, notwithstanding the expiration 
of the term period, if the lapse occurred not earlier than 2 months 
before such expiration. This provision is restated in section 705 with 
respect to national service life insurance. Section 745 of the bill 
extends a similar authority to renew with respect to United States 
Government life-insurance level-premium term policies retroactive 
to the same date such benefit was afforded on national service life 
insurance policies. Thus, insureds similarly situated would be treated 
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uniformly. The Veterans’ Administration favors this extension of 
the law. 

(c) Section 746 proposes to make applicable to United States Gov- 
ernment life insurance a provision of the National Service Life Insur- 
ance Act (restated in sec. 707 of the bill) whereby dividends shall, as 
necessary, be applied in payment of premiums, in the absence of a 
request that they be paid in cash. The basic purpose is to avoid in- 
advertent lapses and the Veterans’ Administration favors extending 
the principle of such legislation to United States Government life 
insurance. However, in view of certain distinctive aspects of the 
latter program, particularly involving special and termination divi- 
dends, it is believed that the administration of section 746, as presently 
drafted, would result in unwarranted administrative problems and 
possible confusion and misunderstanding among insureds. It is 
therefore recommended that this section be revised to read as follows: 

Until and unless the Veterans’ Administration has received from the insured a 
request in writing for payment of dividends in cash or that the dividends be placed 
on deposit in accordance with the provisions of his policy, any regular annual 
dividends shall be applied in payment of premiums becoming due on insurance 
subsequent to the date the dividend is payable on or after December 31, 1958. 

(d) Existing law, enacted in 1930, authorizes a fee of not to exceed 
$20 per day for part-time and fee-basis employees of the Veterans’ 
Administration when ordered to appear as witnesses in Government 
insurance suits. Section 784 (e) of the bill would increase this author- 
ized per diem to $50. The madequacy of the existing per diem is 
readily apparent in view of the current economic conditions and the 
aaa Administration would favor the increase proposed by the 
bill. 

(3) Sections 1602 (a) (8) and 1702 (a) (8) of the bill specifically 
include the Panama Canal Zone among the areas in which training 
under the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (title XVI) 
and under the War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act of 1956 
(title XVII) may be provided to eligible persons. This corresponds 
to a proposal to the Congress made by the Veterans’ Administration 
in April 1957 to correct a serious technical question which has arisen 
under the terms of these laws as to whether the Canal Zone is covered 
by the provisions permitting these programs to operate in the several 
“States, Territories, and possessions of the United States.” It is 
believed that this remedial amendment would be entirely consistent 
with the intention of the Congress in enacting the original laws pro- 
viding these forms of assistance. This correction would not only 
apply prospectively but, by an amendment in section 5601 of the bill, 
would be retroactively effective to the respective dates of enactment 
of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act and the War Orphans’ 
Educational Assistance Act. 

(4) Sections 1631 (b) and (c) contain minor changes with respect 
to the requirements for certification by institutions concerning the 
attendance status of eligible veterans under the education and train- 
ing program for Korean conflict veterans corresponding to title IT of 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. In brief, this 
change would bring the pertinent requirements for that program 
into parity with the related requirements under the War Orphans’ 
Educational Assistance Act by permitting certification that the 
veteran was actually enrolled in and pursuing an institutional course 
leading to a standard college degree in accordance with the regular 
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policies of the institution without a showing concerning actual attend- 
ance during the period of coverage. This provision now extends 
only to “accredited” institutions. The amendment would accom- 
po the purpose of H. R. 8075, 85th Congress, which is pending 
efore the committee and on which the Veterans’ Administration 
has favorably reported (Committee Print No. 142, August 15, 1957). 

(5) Section 1803, in conjunction with section 1810 of the bill, 
authorizes the automatic guaranty of home and farmhouse loans 
made by supervised lenders under the special provisions permitting 
the guaranty of as much as 60 percent of the amount of the loan, 
subject to a $7,500 maximum guaranty. This is in accord with a 
proposal made by the Veterans’ Administration to the Congress on 
January 15, 1957, as embodied in H. R. 4436, 85th Congress, pending 
before this committee. It is noted that the item was included in 
section 3 of H. R. 4602, 85th Congress, which was passed, but on 
which the President withheld approval for reasons going to other 
aspects of the measure. 

(6) Section 1725 (b) would add to the list of courses to which the 

general requirement for at least 2 years’ operation is inapplicable— 
any course which is offered by a nonprofit educational institution of college level 
and which is recognized for credit toward a standard college degree. 
This incorporates into the title governing training under the War 
Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act an exception which is already 
contained in the educational program for Korean conflict veterans 
under title II of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. 
The Veterans’ Administration favorably reported on the amendment 
which established this exception in the latter act, and its proposed 
inclusion in the provisions governing the war orphans’ program is 
entirely consistent and desirable. 


COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON CERTAIN DETAILED 
PROVISIONS 


The following comments and suggestions deal principally with 
technical aspects of the bill. A few minor policy matters are also 
presented for the consideration of the committee and are strictly 
limited to items which are regarded as being noncontroversial and 
having a very limited impact on the existing law. 


TITLE II—VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 


Section 211 (a).—This is a restatement of the existing law concerning 
the finality of determinations with respect to claims for benefits or 
payments attending decisions of the Administrator. It corresponds 
to section 211 of Public Law 85-56, with the addition among the 
excepted items of subsection 1820 (a) (1) of the bill. That subsection, 
like the existing section 509 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, 
provides that the Administrator may sue and be sued in his official 
capacity with respect to matters arising in connection with title XVIII 
of the bill concerning loans. This further exception in section 211 (a) 
is simply to make it clear that the Administrator’s authority to make 
final determinations with regard to various matters, including basic 
eligibility of a veteran to receive benefits, will not exclude the rights of 
lenders to litigate claims on the contract of loan guaranty. 
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TITLE VI——-HOSPITAL, DOMICILIARY, AND MEDICAL CARE 


Section 610.—In general, Public Law 85-56 liberalized entitlement 
of retired military personnel to hospital and medical care benefits by 
providing that retirement from the service should be considered the 
equivalent of a discharge or other type of release from service. How- 
ever, there remain some situations, limited in number, in which 
eligibility for these benefits must be based upon receipt of compensa- 
tion from the Veterans’ Administration. This is of particular impor- 
tance with respect to hospital care or outpatient treatment for a 
disability incurred in time of peace. Persons retired from the Regular 
Military Establishment may qualify for these benefits for such a 

eacetime disability if they elect to receive compensation from the 
7eterans’ Administration by waiver of a portion of their retirement 
pay as authorized by section 1005 of Public Law 85-56. The same 
authorization for waiver extends to retired Reserve personnel who 
are retired for disability. It does not, however, include Reserve 
personnel retired for reasons other than disability who, but for the 
receipt of retirement pay, would be eligible to receive compensation. 
These persons are required to elect the compensation in lieu of the 
entire amount of their retirement pay in order to qualify for hospital 
or medical care, and this, of course, is not ordinarily feasible because 
the retirement pay exceeds the amount of the compensation. In 
order to complete the liberalization which was granted by Public Law 
85-56, it is suggested that consideration be given to appropriate 
provisions which would render retired personnel eligible for these 
hospital and medical care benefits on the basis of entitlement to re- 
ceive compensation except for the fact that they are in receipt of 
retirement pay. This would dispense with any necessity for waiver 
and grant relief to those cases in which waiver is not available. This 
is a matter of policy, but it is believed to be highly desirable and 
would have little effect from the standpoint of cost to the Government. 
If this suggestion is adopted, the Veterans’ Administration will be 
glad to furnish simple amendments to effectuate it. A similar change 
in section 902, relating to burial benefits based on receipt of disability 
compensation, may also be desirable. 


TITLE XV—VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 


Section 1501.—Since certain collateral services, such as counseling, 
are involved as an integral part of the vocational rehabilitation 
process, it is suggested that the definition of “vocational rehabilita- 
tion” in paragraph (2) be clarified by inserting after the word “‘train- 
ing’’ the following parenthetical language: 


(including educational and vocational counseling and other necessary incidental 
services). 


Section 1504.—If the suggestion with reference to section 1501 is 
adopted, there should be inserted after “pursuing” in line 23, page 170, 
the words ‘“‘a course of’’, and in line 24, following the word “rehabili- 
tation’’, insert ‘‘training”’. 

For consistency with the terms of the present law, it is suggested 
that in line 17, page 172, the word “‘shall’’ be changed to “‘is author- 
ized to’’. 
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Section 1505.—Following the same pattern, if section 1501 is 
amended as suggested, insert after ‘“veterans’’ in line 23, page 172, the 
words ‘“‘pursuing a course of vocational rehabilitation training’”’ and 
delete the words “receiving vocational rehabilitation’. 


TITLE XVIII--HOME, FARM, AND BUSINESS LOANS 


Section 1801 (a) (2).—Insert in line 20 after “such widow’’ the 
words ‘‘is eligible for death compensation or dependency and indem- 
nity compensation by reason of such death and’’. This would make it 
clear that the marriage requirements applicable in determining eligi- 
bility of a widow for death compensation or dependency and indemnity 
compensation would apply in determining her eligibility for loan 
assistance. While this may be a slight restriction in some possible 
cases, it is believed to be a desirable change which would operate 
equitably and achieve greater uniformity. 

Section 1804 (c).—This substantially restates existing law. The 
committee’s attention is invited, however, to the fact that hardships 
have been experienced by lenders and veterans where, through over- 
sight or inadvertence, a certificate concerning intention to occupy the 
property as a home was not obtained at the time of a loan closing, and 
the Veterans’ Administration, under the strict language of the statute, 
was thus precluded from issuing certificate of guaranty. This situa- 
tion has occurred where the parties acted in good faith under circum- 
stances in which the veteran promptly occupied the property and 
subsequently remained in possession. It would result in more 
equitable treatment, without impairment of the purposes of the loan 
guaranty, if a provision were added at the end of this section author- 
izing waiver of the certification requirements under circumstances 
clearly showing that the parties acted in good faith and that the 
requisite intention followed by occupancy of the property as a home 
in fact existed. 

Section 1823 (c).—It is noted that the provision for return of all 
sums remaining in the special deposit account used for direct loans 
(except as required for liquidation) to miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury not later than June 30, 1959, is a change from the existing 
law which specifies the cutoff date of June 30, 1958. This corrects 
an oversight in the last amendment of the direct loan provisions by 
Public Law 1020, 84th Congress, and is a desirable and necessary 
remedial step to conform the provisions with the pattern of the prior 
law and enable the carrying out of loan commitments after June 30, 
1958, which is the last date on which direct loans may be made 
“except pursuant to commitments issued by the Administrator before 
that date’ (sec. 1811 (f)). It is highly important that this corrective 
step be completed by amending the existing section 513 (c) of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act to change the date June 30, 1958, to 
June 30, 1959, and that this amendment be made effective with the 
enactment of H. R. 9700 as of not later than June 30, 1958. 


TITLE XXX——APPLICATIONS, EFFECTIVE DATES, AND PAYMENTS 


Section 3001 (b6).—It is suggested that in lines 16, 19, and 22 on 
page 298 the words ‘under section 3021’’ be deleted so that the 
provisions with respect to a claim for compensation or pension by a 
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widow, child, or parent shall be considered as a claim for accrued 
benefits generally. For example, it is desirable that such claims be 
regarded as a claim for withheld benefits in the cases of certain 
hospitalized veterans who die before discharge as provided in section 
3203 (a) (2) (A), and that it also be regarded as a claim for accumu- 
lated benefits which have not been paid by virtue of Public No. 
828, 76th Congress, having to do with accumulated benefits not paid 
to persons residing in certain foreign areas. 

ection 3004 (a).—Attention is especially invited to the fact that 
this provision respecting payment of reopened claims on the basis of 
correction of military records from the date of application for correc- 
tion of the record is limited to corrective actions under section 1552 
of title 10 of the United States Code, which was a reenactment of the 
old section 207 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended. The provisions of section 3004 (a) were originally enacted 
as an amendment in subsection 501 (u) of Public Law 881, 84th Con- 
gress, and was there limited to section 207 cases. There arises the 
policy question of whether this is too restrictive in that it does not 
extend to cases of corrected discharges under section 301 of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 on actions involving admin- 
istrative corrections by the military department apart from either 
section 207 or section 301. It is realized that this matter is one of 
policy which the committee may not desire to consider in connection 
with this restatement bill, but it is deemed sufficiently important to 
note at this point. 


TITLE XXXV——-PENAL AND FORFEITURE PROVISIONS 


Section 3502.—This bill does not restate certain penal provisions 
contained in Public No. 2, 73d Congress, which were repealed by 
Public Law 85-56, apparently on the theory that the general penal 
statutes contained in title 18 of the United States Code adequately 
covered the same ground. Neither does the present bill bring forward 
into the corresponding new titles the special penal provisions which 
were contained in title II (sec. 269) of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952 and in the War Orphans’ Educational Assist- 
ance Act (sec. 509) for application to those programs. Again this is 
evidently on the assumption that the mentioned general penal statutes, 
particularly sections 289 and 1001 of title 18, United States Code, 
sufficiently accomplish the same purpose. There is, of course, some 
advantage in having the applicable penal provisions fully stated 
within the laws governing the particular programs so that all concerned 
may be aware of the results which may follow the commission of 
frauds on the Government in connection with those programs. As 
stated, however, the Veterans’ Administration is appreciative of the 
fact that one purpose of this restatement of the laws is to eliminate 
what may be considered unnecessary duplications. In any event, it 
is suggested that consideration be given to amending section 289 of 
title 18, United States Code, so that every part of that section will 
clearly apply to all matters within the jurisdiction of the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs, and not merely to ‘‘pension.” 
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MISCELLANEOUS 


The so-called ‘‘savings provisions” of the bill are of special interest 
and importance. The Veterans’ Administration’s understanding of 
certain of these provisions should be mentioned in these comments. 

Section 5511 is addressed to the situation in which claims for 
benefits may be pending on the effective date of the bill (January 1, 
1959) or filed thereafter under circumstances which, pursuant to 
existing laws, would entitle the claimant to payments covering a 
period prior to the effective date of the act. It is provided that 
with respect to any such prior period the claim shall be adjudicated 
under the prior laws and thereafter under the applicable provisions 
of the new act. An example might be the case of a claim for compen- 
sation filed after January 1, 1959, but within 1 year of the veteran’s 
discharge from service or his death from service causes occurring 
prior to January 1, 1959. Under these circumstances, the award of 
compensation would be effective for the payment of benefits on the 
day following the date of discharge or the date of death, as the case 
may be, even though a part of the elapsed period occurred prior to 
the effective date of the new law. This is in accord with the general 
principle now applicable in cases of this character. Section 5511 
would not, however, authorize benefits for a prior period if the 
individual concerned was not entitled under the prior law, even 
though entitlement might be predicated upon the provisions of the 
new law. An example in this area would be the case of a selectee 
who, prior to January 1, 1959,.was injured while en route to, or 
returning from, the place for final acceptance subsequent to the end 
of the Korean conflict period. While in that case the bill in effect 
provides that the past service shall be regarded as active military 
service for various purposes, including disability compensation, no 
award of disability compensation based on the disability resulting 
from the injury could be made for a period prior to the effective 
date of the act because the draftee had no compensable status during 
that period. 

Section 5512 will have two basic effects. First, it will provide con- 
tinuing protection for persons “receiving’”’ benefits so long as they 
continue to meet the requirements of the prior laws under which those 
benefits were granted, notwithstanding the fact that they may not 
meet eligibility requirements under comparable provisions of the new 
law. Secondly, it would operate to place all persons on the rolls on 
the day preceding the effective date of the act in the status of receiving 
the rates established by the corresponding provisions of the new act, 
including those cases in which some eligibility requirement of the new 
act is not met, unless a greater benefit is payable under the prior law. 
This would have the practical effect of extending to these protected 
cases the benefits of any increase in rates steel in the future by 
simple amendments to the general provisions of the new law as, for 
example, an amendment to title III increasing the rates of compensa- 
tion provided in that title without any specific reference to persons 
(e. g., remarried Spanish War widows) whose original award of benefits 
was made under prior laws. This protective device in section 5512 
also applies, by virtue of the last sentence, to claims pending on the 
effective date of the new act, or filed thereafter, in which, pursuant to 
section 5511, awards are made for a period prior to January 1, 1959. 
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In these instances, the person would, in effect, be deemed to have been 
“receiving benefits’ on the day prior to the effective date of the act. 
Section 5504 is a special provision which will serve to preserve the 
necessary continuity from prior laws. First, it provides that any 
references in other laws which remain effective to a provision repealed 
or replaced by the new act shall be considered as referring to the 
corresponding provisions of the new act. This is a precaution to take 
care of any possible situation in which some collateral statute has not 
been amended in the bill to correct the reference to a repealed provi- 
sion. Secondly, and especially significant, is the provision that— 
References in this Act to any provision of this Act, shall, where applicable, be 
deemed to refer also to the prior corresponding provisions of law. 
In many places throughout the bill there is reference to provisions of 
the bill without the inclusion of specific reference to the similar provi- 
sion of the prior law which is being repealed. To preserve continuity 
with respect to actions taken or events occurring under the super- 
seded law where it is clear that such actions or events must be given 
continuing effect to accomplish the results intended, this provision 
would act as a safeguard without the necessity for referring specifically 
in the various provisions of the new act to the corresponding provisions 
of superseded law. An example is section 1804 (b) on page 253 of the 
bill, which restates the authority of the Administrator in connection 
with the loan program to refuse appraisal of a project owned, spon- 
sored, or to be constructed by a person identified with housing pre- 
viously sold to veterans ‘‘under this title’? as to which substantial 
deficiencies have been discovered or there has been failure to discharge 
contractual obligations or unfair practices to the prejudice of veteran 
purchasers. Section 5504 (b) will make it clear that this authority 
extends to cases in which the actions on which the Administrator’s 
refusal is based occurred under the prior title III of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act, even though the specific reference is to property 
previously sold ‘under this title.” 

Aside from the savings provisions, one other matter should be 
recorded at this stage. It is understood that certain provisions of the 
bill are included upon the assumption that H. R. 8943, 85th Congress, 
which is a bill to amend titles 10 and 32 of the United States Code, 
relating to the Armed Forces, will be enacted. That bill passed the 
House of Representatives last year and is now pending before the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary. This is of particular importance 
in connection with section 423 of H. R. 9700, which refers to certain 
new sections of titles 10 and 32, respecting death gratuity, which are 
not now in those titles but would be placed therein if H. R. 8943 is 
enacted in its present form. Should it not be enacted, it will be 
necessary to make appropriate revisions in the pertinent provisions 
of the subject bill. 
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Executive OFrice OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BureEAv OF THE Bunce, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 20, 1958. 
Hon. Ouin E. Teacus, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in reply to your request for the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 9700, a bill to consolidate 
into one act all of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, and for other purposes. 

The Bureau of the Budget is in accord with the basic objectives of 
this bill. However, it is noted that, besides fulfilling its objective 
of consolidating laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration, 
H. R. 9700 also contains a number of changes from existing law, some 
of which are substantive. As a matter of principle, we believe that 
this type of legislation is not an appropriate vehicle for such substan- 
tive alterations. Examples of substantive changes which appear of 
questionable merit are the redefinition of inactive duty training to 
include certain voluntary duty and the provision of readjustment 
benefits to 1954 graduates of Air Force ROTC who performed active 
duty for training in the Air National Guard before February 1, 1955. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert E. Merriam, 
Assistant Director. 





OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, January 20, 1958. 
Hon. Orin E. Tracus, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHatrMAN: Reference is made to your request for 
the views of this Department on H. R. 9700, a bill to consolidate into 
one act all of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration, 
and for other purposes. 

As you indicated, the Treasury Department has responsibilities in 
the administration of funds such as the national service life insurance 
fund and the United States Government life insurance fund. In that 
connection, the Department would like to suggest a revision of sec- 
tions 720 (b), 755 (b), and 5228 to conform them with existing law. 
Since the original enactment of those sections, statutes have been 
enacted by the Congress, such as section 311 of the National Housing 
Act (68 Stat. 622 (12 U.S. C. 1723c)), which make obligations issued 
by certain Government agencies lawful investments for all fiduciary, 
trust, and public funds. By limiting the investment of the funds to 
United States interest bearing or guaranteed obligations, these sec- 
tions would make the funds involved ineligible for investment in such 
obligations, thereby making a substantive change in existing law. 
In order to maintain the existing statutory situation, it is recommended 
that the following language be substituted in each of these sections for 
the language now included with respect to authorizing the investment 
of the funds: 

The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to invest and reinvest such fund 
or any part thereof, in interest-bearing obligations of the United States or in 
obligations guaranteed as to principal and interest by the United States, or in 
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obligations eligible for investment of public funds, and to sell such obligations 
for the purposes of such fund. 

In addition, the President in his budget message stated that it is 
necessary that Government credit programs charge adequate interest 
rates on all new loans; that all limitations or ceilings placed on interest 
rates be reviewed; and that authority be provided to vary the rates 
for guaranteed or insured loans in line with market conditions and 
under proper safeguards. Certain sections of the bill, such as 1803 (c), 
1815 (b), and 1823 (b), are not consistent with those recommendations. 
It is understood, however, that the proposed bill is a codification of 
existing law which is not intended to make substantive changes. In 
the circumstances, it is suggested that the interest-rate provisions be 
reviewed at some future time in accordance with the President’s 
suggestion. 

There is also attached a memorandum containing suggested changes 
of a technical nature to conform the language of the proposed bill to 
current accounting practices and other established procedures. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report to your 
committee. 

Very truly yours, 
JULIAN B. Barrp, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


Suacrestep TECHNICAL AMENDMENTs TO H. R. 9700, A Britt To Con- 
SOLIDATE Intro One Act ALL oF THE LAws ADMINISTERED BY THE 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


Page 159, section 786: Delete the words after the word “be” on 
line 4 through the word “be” on line 6. Also place a period after 
the word “funds” on line 8 and delete the rest of the section. 

These changes are suggested in order to conform the language of 
the bill to current accounting practices in accordance with changes 
made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. 

Page 273, section 1823 (c), line 21: Add the words ‘‘as amended” 
after Second Liberty Bond Act. 

These words appear to have been omitted inadvertently. 

Page 304, section 3020 (a), line 14: Delete the words ‘‘Secretary of 
the Treasury” and substitute the words “Treasurer of the United 
States.” 

The checks are drawn on and are payable by the Treasurer of the 
United States. 

Page 307, section 3022, line 18: Delete the words ‘‘Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration” and substitute the words “issuing office.’”’ 

This change is suggested in order to conform the language of the 
bill to established procedure which expedites the cancellation of such 
checks. 

Page 326, section 3204, line 12: Delete all of the first sentence after © 
the word “into” and substitute therefor the words— 
deposit fund accounts with the United States Treasury and such balances and 
deposits shall thereupon be available for disbursement for properly authorized 
purposes. 
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This change is suggested to conform the language of the bill to 
current accounting practices in accordance with changes made pur- 
suant to the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. 


TaBLE SHOWING DeRIVATION From Existinc Law or SECTIONS OF VETERANS’ 
Benerits Act (H. R. 9700) 


Notre.—Abbreviations used in this table have the following meanings— 

(1) “NSLIA” means the National Service Life Insurance Act of 1940. 

(2) “SRA” means the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. 

(3) “SVSBA” means the Servicemen’s and Veterans’ Survivor Benefits 
Act. 

(4) “VRAA” means the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. 

(5) ‘“WOEAA” means the War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act of 
1956. 

(6) ‘““‘WWVA” means the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924. 
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i ticrsreanenaneel |) ne REE SE ee ot ee 
Tiicnckvecsnen atienenall Seniatebbaes pa eens di Du edbawedd queemwewwwull 
_ sey Ee acs | Diahanikg tins Site Seale ch liicntendinsiia 
sca ates ouaeaee | Olli asubcae. 
a. : 512. 
IE chines sicacpstc: devavindaiel mainline Sista: b-bhcniebainiees 
Micra ‘ §14__. " 
icemmanaans snarl Seek diane 
Ee ----------| SRA, See. 1500 (b), 
iiniinbasebass esac MES alibi iaaiabedl 
Pt in didsnnens -.-| 622. 
eit bos Sahni nidanieineas 623... 
EE ee eee Sdethinbsstasslienin 
Geb achna piel deen . 
626... | 526. _.- 
—_ | §27 
631 (a). Soma ..| See. 1, Public Law 865, 80th Cong. 
631 (b) | ..| Public Law 865, 80th Cong., sec. 3. 
631 (c)-. _.----.--|----------------| Public Law 865, 80th Cong., sec. 4. 
632 SBP casi Deo ____...| Publie Law 865, 80th Cong., sec. 5. 
633 (1)-..-- ...|----------------| Public Law 865, 80th Cong., sec. 2. 
SE ho tckatendnnddildnseniadaeel | New. (Cf. see. 1, Public Law 865, 
80th Cong.) 
641 (a).....--.-.----..|..-.------------| Ist proviso, Ist sentence, 3d par., 
| act of Aug. 27, 1888; 1st proviso, 
| sec. 2, Public Law 613, 83d 
| Cong. 
I OR i inienicsticesioteae nai acini | 2d proviso, Ist sentence, 3d par., 
act of Aug. 27, 1888. 
I Be Siicdtta tsa nthanncnadntganmeee Proviso to 2d sentence, 3d par., 
act of Aug. 27, 1888, 
a ee sank Meeaaeecs | — 3d par., act of Aug. 
| | 2s 
ON tahanicincaeiim ants cownnentusdadeal an 4... Fa 3d par., act of Aug. 
27, 1888, 
ici iiccnied Sidon ein aaa | 2d par., act of Aug. 27, 1888. 
ciate i pene ..-.| 2d proviso, sec. 2, Public Law 613, 
| 83d Cong. 
7 ()....... : . ; _...-| NSLIA, see. 601 (d). 
701 (2).. a ..| New. 
701 (3)..-.-.. ~7|-{TTTTTTTT] NSLIA, sees. 601 (e), 602 (g). 
SR accacsideasasiecaninad __...--.--| NSLIA, sec. 601 (f). 
he aa sia talheaeaue | NSLIA, sec. 602 (e). | 
as cies gate ohana loan | NSLIA, sees. 602 (a), (q), 603. | 
de .| NSLIA, sec, 602 (f). 
tious .| NSLIA, sec. 602 (f). 
706__.- .| NSLIA, sec. 602 (f). { 
= .| NSLIA, sec. 602 (f). | 
708... NSLIA, sec. 602 (m) (1). } 
Tcse | NSLIA, sec. 602 (p). | 
cance .| NSLIA, sec. 602 (w). j 
Bil sinas .| NSLIA, sec. 612. | 
Fiivckcws | NSLIA, sec. 602 (n). 
Titincexs NSLIA, sec. 602 (r). 
714... NSLIA, sec. 602 (z). 
715... .| NSLIA, sec. 602 (v) (1). 
1) = NSLIA, sec. 602 (h). | 
716 (a) (1)....- NSLIA, sec. 602 (h) (1). | 
716 (a) (2)-- y | NSLIA, see. 602 (h) (2). 
716 (a) (3)....- | NSLIA, sec, 602 (h) (1), (2). 
716 (b)__-- | NSLIA, see, 602 (g), (h), (3). 
716 (c)_. New. 
716 (d) -- ...-.--| NSLIA, sec, 602 (i). 
ee Odo j : ae | | ..| NSLIA, sec. 602 (j), (k). 
716 (f) -. 7 | NSLIA, sec. 602 (1). 
717 (a)-.-- ..| NSLIA, sec. 602 (g). 
717 (b)-. | NSLIA, sec. 602 (t). 
717 (c)..-- NSLIA, sec. 602 (t). 
717 (d)-.--- is, NSLIA, see. 602 (u). 
718 - ‘ NSLIA, sec. 616, 
719 (a) NSLIA, sec. 604, 
719 (b) ‘ ‘ _..| NSLIA, sec, 602 (e) (2), 602 (v) (2). | 
720 (a), (b)---- ; ..| NSLIA, sec. 605 (a), (b). 
721 (a), (b), (e) cc NSLIA, sec. 607 (a), (b), (¢). 
721 (d)_. NSLIA. sec. 602 (v) (2). | 
721 (e)__- Sec. 2, Public Law 816, 77th Cong. | 
722 antes | NSLIA, see. 620. 
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NSLIA, sec, 621 (a), (b). 

NSLIA, sec. 622. 

New. 

NSLIA, sec. 603; WWVA, sec. 300. 

WWYVA, sec. 301. 

WWYVA, secs. 300, 301. 

WWYVA, sec. 301. 

WWYVA, sec. 301. 

Sec. 7, Public Law 198, 76th Cong. 

WWYVA, sec. 311; new. 

New. 

WWVA, sec. 

WWVA, sec. 

WWYVA, sec. 

WWYVA, sec. 301. 

WWYVA, sec. 301. 

Ww WVA, sec. 302. 

Sec. 3, Public Law 262, 74th Cong. 

WwWvVa, sec, 23. 

WWVA, sec. 17. 

WWYVA, sec. 16. 

WWVA, sec. 300. 

WWYVA, sec. 302. 

WWYVA, sec. 313. 

Sec. 2, Public Law 16, 77 

WWYVA, sec. 312. 

WWYVA, sec. 304. 

New. 

WWYVA, sec. 306. 

NSLIA, sec. 623. 

NSLIA, sec 606; WWVA4, sec. 300. 

NSLIA, sec. 602 (x). | 

Ww WVA, sec. 19. | 

WWYVA, sec. 19; sec. 404, Public | 
Law 844, 74th Cong. | 

WWYVA, sec. 19. 


WWVA, sec. 19; sec. 404, Public 
Law 844, 74th Cong. | 

Public Law 78, 73d Cong.; Public 
Law 434, 75th Cong. 


Public Law 448, 77th Cong. 
NSLIA, sec. 615. 

NSLIA, sec. 613; WWVA ,sec. 501. 
New. 


307. 
311. 
301. 


th Cong. | 








Par, 1, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- | 
tion 1 (a). 

Par. 5, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 
tion 1 (a). | 

Par. 1, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 
tion 1 (a) and Public Law 894, 
8lst Cong. 

lst clause, proviso, par. 1, pt. VII, 
Veterans Regulation 1 (a). 

2d clause and exception, proviso, 
par. 1, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- | 
tion 1 (a). | 

Clause (1), Public Law 894, 8ist 


Cong. 

Clause (3), Public Law 894, 8lst 
Cong. 

— (2), Public Law 894, 8ist 





Cor 
Par. 2 pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 

tion 1 (a). 

| Last sentence, par. 5, pt. VII, 
Veterans Regulation 1 (a). 

Par. 3, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 

| _ tion 1 (a). 

| Par. 7, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- | 
tion 1 (a). 

| See. 3, Public Law 16, 78th Cong. | 
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DP ci ccadénaceaeteae | ions ilisbada Par. 8, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 
tion 1 (a). 
Ss caicctascscxeeloalaenedbaeteeion Par. 6, pt. VII, Veterans Regula- 
| _ tion 1 (a). 
a ras Sosms b haaheb aie ked alae Sec. 4, Public Law 16, 78th Cong. 
1510__ : eat ..-| SRA, Sec. 1507. 
i cnnceSesaccacatesensctedsaeeaeean First clause, first sentence, par. 9, 
pt ‘eas Veterans Regulation 
1 (a). 
Bi cksicdcnaasanee oesacbscasten VRAA, sec. 102. 
ff 2 ae wianastbpne ante VRAA, sec. 201 (1). 
ED Ee coc cunckawghipebcadynnneiedle VRAA, 8ec. 201 (2). 
NRG: -ccscudualekcoussbucseamee VRAA, sec. 201 (3). 
EY Cenc candadadbaddnwocbbucoiena VRAA, sec. 201 (4). 
1602 (a) (5).....---.--.-| ..| VRAA, sec. 201 (5). 
Be Ol Si siiie ce nncwas a = .-| VRAA, sec. 201 (6). 
i aaa | ccocecccences| Vey Gee ane ta). 
1008 (a) ()........-... ea. -accbadsondey VRAA, sec. 201 (9). 
1008 (@) (9)............]-.-.- ....----| VRAA, sec. 201 (11). 
1602 (a) (10)...........]-...--_..--..-..] New. (See H. R. 4433, 84th 
Cong.). 
CN cr cntscnncsnvetieniedssbinsiaudsl | Sec. 501 (b) (2) and 501 (d) (2), 
| _ Public Law 881, 84th Cong. 
DE nccnndwehempinmene |---------------- | VRAA, see. 211. 
Dans ci vectasenasacglaoasendelwwanéen VRAA, sec. 214. 
SR sscacdddcesasandia ....| VRAA, sec. 212. 
Diss di esi wccccccacs|scunedddscassdale eae 
ee oa ae lee 
ae Sa ee 
=.= VRAA, sec. 223. 
1623 (a), (b) VRAA, sec. 224. 
1623 (c)_- VRAA, sec. 226. 
1624 bese VRAA, sec, 225. 
1625 une iabaed VRAA, sec. 227. 
1626 a VRAA, sec. 228. 
1631 | | VRAA, sec, 231. 
1632 VRAA, see, 232. 
1633 VRAA, sec, 233. 
1634 VRAA, sec, 234. 
1641 | VRAA, sec. 241. 
1642 seebeeevans hes VRAA, sec, 242. 
1643 VRAA, sec, 243. 
1644 VRAA, sec, 244. 
1645 VRAA, sec. 245. 
1651 VRAA, sec, 251. 
1652 VRAA, sec. 252. 
1653 me : | VRAA, sec. 253. 
1654 | VRAA, sec. 254 
1655 VRAA, sec, 255 
1656 | VRAA, sec. 256 
1661 | VRAA, sec, 261 
1662 (a) - | VRAA, sec. 262. 
1662 (b) | W OEAA, sec. 501 (d). 
1663 VRAA, sec. 263 
1664 | VRAA, sec, 264 
1665 | VRAA, sec. 265 
1666 | VRAA, sec. 266. 
1667... icindenes | VRAA, sec. 267. 
1668... se | | VRAA, sec, 268, 
1669__. oii VRAA, sec, 272. 
1701_.. wcioas | WOEAA, see. 101. 
1702 (a) (1)--..-- | W OEAA, sec. 102 (a) (4). 
1702 (a) (2)--- | WOEAA, sec. 102 (a) (5). 
1702 (a) (4)-.-.-- | WOEAA, sec. 102 (a) (7). 
1702 (a) (4).... | WOEAA, see. 102 (a) (8). 
1702 (a) (5).--- on | WOEAA, see. 102 (a) (9). 
5703 (a) (6)............1 | WOFAA, see. 102 (a) (10). 
1702 (a) (7)-.-.-.. 7 W OEAA, see, 102 (a) (13). 
1702 (a) (8) ....-- WOEAA, see, 102 (a) (11). 
1702 (b). W OEAA, sec, 102 (b). 
1702 (c) W OEAA, sec, 102 (c). 
EE W OEAA, sec, 201 
1711... = W OEAA, sec, 202 
1712 W OEAA, see, 203 
1713. ‘ W OEAA, sec. 204 
1714. . WOEAA, sec, 205. 
1720. . ‘ WOEAA, see, 301. 
1721 WOEAA, see, 302. 
1722. ‘ W OEAA, sec, 303. 
1723 (a) (1)..-.-- ‘ W OEAA, sec, 304 (a) (1). 
1723 (a) (2) (A)...-.-- WOEAA, sec. 304 (a) (2) (1). 
1723 (a) (2) (B)..--- — WOEAA, sec. 304 (a) (2) (2). 
1723 (a) (2) (C)..... _...----.--.-.| WOEAA, see. 304 (a) (2) (3). 
a tedicts cman cincdotie eke daca _..... WOEAA, sec. 304 (b). 
20487—58 4 
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| 
EE iis aomcemnaccuahsouns sub stessae | WOEAA, sec. 304 (c). 
tac crores tpuese [cceeseenwees | W OEAA, sec. 304 (d). 
i cictcntitindstiens Steceacnntanieons |_...--.-........] WOEAA, sec. 305, 
ee NES a Soba sss oa | WOEAA, sec. 306. 
tee ne |... sss ee LA; O88: ONT. 
A en Ene Bes W OEAA, sec. 308. 
ees toca Decne pe aieee WOEAA, sec. 309. 
Ee air ecatecsmuncmiene Jon cn con batbesces W OEAA, sec. 310. 
CTE cn dpadew nue cant nee eee 
Os ada i Ge 
Deke se uccaacaceas lenenccocc-wenouu| WOR eOGa 
en  isoeeencecncoucnst Sanna. 
ee a cs nal 
Wo ee oa See _.| WOEAA, sec. 403. 
as issinecr ieee Eee oe | WOEAA, sec. 404. 
1761 Bees oe teen aeS _._....| WOEAA, sec. 501 (a). 
SE incnwcnnanenie S pltiekneben san W OEAA, sec. 501 (c). 
| Pe ee 
is aie en Pace amennsl . _.| WOEAA, sec. 502. 
ALR : | WOEAA, sec. 503. 
| _..---.--------] WOEAA, sec. 504. 
it each eal acentie Bd aes sul W OEAA, sec. 505. 
8 RL aaa alle Rice ees fk rE TS 
ala neiadimetnalednGlianmmmahe _...| WOEAA, sec. 507. 
1768 ian nomen ie _...| WOEAA, sec. 508. 
1801 (a) ee ene ae aes SRA, sec. 500 (a), Ist sentence. 
BED BED cece enn j..-...-..--._.--] SRA, sec. 500 (a), 3d sentence. 
i cccmenn ace vccnnahecnsase cat New. (See H. R. 4433, 85th 
| Cong.) 
Re ..-------------| SVWSBA Sec. 501 (b) (2) and 501 
| (d) (2) 
TE eine cad Eusnscembaunwose | SRA, sec. 500 (a). 
Ba dee atnn crea comacucbucscucnaat Skits AOGCEID Gn. 
1802 (d), Ist sen- en Seer Soe SRA, sec. 500 (d). 
tence. 
eee See heteceeec---- | SRA, sec. 500 (e). 
tence. | 
Eee SRA, sec. 500 (f). 
2 a ae ee SRA, sec. 500 (d). 
1803 (a) SS ees | SRA, sec. 500 (a). 
ED ON ce clecsmbanansancu) Weeks COCs Oe Un), 
1803 (b), Ist sentence __| dees _.| SRA, sec. 500 (a). 
1803 (b), 2d sentence__|________________| SRA, sec. 500 (b), Ist proviso. 
ED one canciia de pretvalalie eae SRA, sec. 500 (b) and last proviso. 
eo kT | SRA, sec. 500 (b), 3d proviso. 
aaah tie eal iin io dake __.| SRA, sec. 504 (b). 
eee aaa Se ha ame SRA, sec. 504 (ce). 
ee eee _...-| SRA, sec. 504 (d). 
ED iciiaiace ne metal eens ; SRA, sec. 514. 
ed ne f 000. CK, Pista O40. 
ee chow esas |-------- ae Sec. 801, Public Law 560, 83d 
| Cong. 
SIE ee ena See ae _...| SRA, see. 501 (a), (c) and 512 (a) 
| (1). 
ee eee Nees SRA, sec. 501 (a), (b). | 
CEE : ieiiimniedl i SRA, sec. 501 (b). 
a I ccc ctsins i SRA, sec. 512 (a). 
on fe (0).......- a : eee } Fe Le 
TR ESS i _._..| SRA, sec. 512 (f). 
1811 (c)__- i sales all as oie SRA, sec. 512 (e). 
Ne ce ene a SRA, s 512 (c). | 
8 a a ee ......| SRA, sec. 512 (d). 
| = battens seowedccurensn| Maas O00. BIDAR) (02). 
_ LO es eee 
IR iia Sei ah ond SRA, sec. 502. | 
as! cccpinin thot Seas SRA, sec. 503. | 
a cael i SRA, sec. 507. | 
1815 (@)........ opie ion SRA, sec. 508 (a). i 
ee SRA’ sec. 508 (b). 
a Oe La SRA. sec. 506 (a). 
Etta 5:steard bustin ace SRA, sec. 506 (b). 
a mciniiwadientsdl wee ‘ .| SRA, sec. 509 (a). 
a hla al cial cael _....| SRA, see. 509 (b). 
aes 2 . _......-| SRA, sec. 509 (c). | 
ID sc.5 ws sonncan ce Sec. 505, Public Law 475, 8ist | 
Cong. 
a athena etl cnc aaen hademudtGnl SRA, sec. 511. 
ideas tceniniabate sadnancwnmal ibe, ee GCA. 
1823 (a)- sissies eink cid eiemiiaee SRA, sec. 513 (a). 
aa ..---.----.---| SRA, sec. §13.(b). 
Eb itusindibencwinawe _.....------| SRA, sec. 513 (ce) (except last 
| sentence). 
i itmindtshiunanalvan nada emadscate | SRA sec. 513 (a), last clause, 1st 


i sentence. 
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Hon. Ourn E. TEacue, 





VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1957. 


Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. Teaacue: Your H. R. 53 is 


now Public Law 85-56, the President 


having signed the enrolled bill yesterday, June 17, 1957. 
We in the Veterans’ Administration look upon this statute, entitled the ‘‘Vet- 


my) 


erans’ Benefits Act of 1957, 


as a great achievement. 


It consolidates, simplifies, 


and makes more uniform the laws administered by VA relating to compensation, 


pension, hospitalization, and burial benefits. 


It also consolidates into one act 


the statutes pertaining to the administration of the laws administered by the 


Veterans’ Administration. 


Moreover, it repeals many provisions of law which 


are obsolete, executed, or restated in substance in the new law. 
The Veterans’ Administration was pleased to cooperate and assist in this under- 


taking. 
of Congress, and the congressional staffs, 
enactment. 

Sincerely yours, 


We congratulate you, the members of your committee, other Members 


whose efforts contributed toward the 


H. V. Hietny, Administrator. 





VETERANS OF FoREIGN Wars oF THE UNrTrep SrarTEs, 


NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 


Kansas City, Mo., December 23, 1957. 


Hon. Onin E. TEAGUE, 


Chairman, House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Outn: I have received and noted 
mittee Print A which would consolidate 
Veterans’ Administration. 


with interest the two copies of Com- 
all of the laws administered by the 


I have not had an opportunity to read beyond the table of contents at this 
writing but hope to go through it with my staff in the very near future. 

May I say after examining Committee Print A and the table of contents that 
I am in complete accord with your intent to consolidate into one act all of the 


benefit laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 


It has been my 


experience, and I am sure the experience of many others, that the present hodge- 
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podge of individual and separate laws and regulations dealing with benefits for 
veterans is most confusing and extremely difficult to follow when seeking infor- 
mation concerning any particular benefit, its origin, and the amendments which 
may have been added over the years. A consolidation of all these benefit laws 
in one volume should be a boon to all those who are interested in or deal with 
said benefits. 

With best wishes and kind personal regards, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
Omar B. Ketrcuvum, Director. 

Mr. Suurorp. In addition, representatives of the veterans’ organi- 
zations have been invited to testify and I believe that all of the 
testimony will indicate that this bill has created a favorable impression. 

At this point, gentlemen, I would like to hear from Mr. John R. 
Holden, representing the AMVETS, if he is present. 

All right, Mr. Holden, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. HOLDEN, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMVETS 


Mr. Hotpen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am John R. Holden, national legislative director of AMVETS. 

AMVETS has had an opportunity to analyze H. R. 9700 and are 
here this morning to indicate our endorsement of the bill. 

H. R. 9700, as the chairman has indicated, is a consolidation of all 
existing law administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Our first experience with the consolidation of this nature was H. R. 
53 in the last session of Congress. That became Public Law 85-86. 

When this bill was being considered, it was viewed with alarm by 
practicing service officers because it was generated in an atmosphere of 
economy, and we were fearful that any consolidation of that nature 
would perhaps result in economies being effected therein. 

We found, to our very pleasant surprise, that that was not the case. 
The bill merely consolidated existing law. 

And again we have analyzed H. R. 9700 with that in mind and 
find that here again it is not the case, but rather it is a brilliant effort 
to consolidate all of the laws of the Veterans’ Administration into one 
law. 

As a former service officer myself, I can apprise the committee of 
the long-standing need for a bill of this type. Certainly, in attempting 
to trace the statutory authority for any benefit on the books today, 
it is necessary to refer to 5, 6, and even 7 pieces of legislation. Here 
in H. R. 9700 all of these many laws are incorporated into one, and 
it will certainly more than simplify the work of the adjudicating facili- 
ties in the Veterans’ Administration and the service officers of the 
organizations. 

We endorse it in its entirety, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, nothing except to say that we are glad 
to see you here this morning, John. 

One comment you made with reference to the fear which you origi- 
nally had with reference to H. R. 53 and to some extent possibly this 
of economies, I think what you had in mind there, John, was the fear 
that possibly some retrenchment or actual cutback in veterans’ pro- 
grams might be involved, and that is what your fear was. 

Mr. Ho.pen. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Sisk. I think we all agree, of course, where economies can be 
made that do not hurt the program we would all like to make econ- 
omies of that type. 

Mr. Ho.tpen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. None of us want to hurt the program. That is the fear 
I think you had in mind. 

Mr. Hoven. Yes, sir. 

We were fearful that some of the recommendations that had been 
brought out by the Bradley Commission, the more drastic ones that 
we were in opposition to, would perhaps be incorporated in this bill. 

Certainly, I ere attempting to set the record straight, 
Mr. Sisk, because AMVETS would be the last organization in the 
vem that would oppose economies that are for the good of the 

ation. 

Mr. Sisk. I felt sure that was what you had in mind. That is all, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SHurorp. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I have no questions. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Holden, you have examined this bill very care- 
fully as I understand from your testimony. 

Mr. Houpen. Representatives of AMVETS have. 

Mr. Suurorp. Representatives of AMVETS have—and that you 
find ‘that it is largely a consolidation of the veterans’ laws and does 
not undertake in any manner to change the veterans’ laws that now 
exist upon the statute books except in some details to be spelled out 
later. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Houpen. Yes, sir. I believe there are some very minor revi- 
sions, but so minor that they have no overall effect upon the structure. 

Mr. Suurorpb. So primarily this is consolidation of the present laws 
as they apply to veterans. 

Mr. Ho.pen., That is right, sir; and it is my understanding that 
even those minor revisions are in the nature of liberalizations rather 
than taking away. 

Mr. Suurorp. And for the benefit of the veterans. 

Mr. Hoxpen. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. I want to thank you very much, Mr. Holden, for 
appearing before us. 

And I believe you stated that your organization, AMVETS, heartily 
approves this legislation. 

Mr. Houpen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Holden. 

Mr. Hotpen. Thank you, Judge Shuford, and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Freudenberger, of the Disabled American 
Veterans. 

Mr. Freudenberger, you may proceed with your statement on 
behalf of the Disabled American Veterans regarding bill H. R. 7900. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER M. FREUDENBERGER, ASSISTANT DIREC- 
TOR OF LEGISLATION, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. FrevupenserGcer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the sub- 
committee, my name is Elmer M. Freudeaberger. I am assistant 
director of legislation of the Disabled American Veterans. The 
director, Maj. Omer Clark, regrets very much that he could not be 
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cess today, but he is serving on a jury and just simply could not 
ere. 

On January 13, 1958, Major Clark wrote Mr. Teague, chairman of 
the committee, a brief letter, and J would like very much to read that 
letter and then make it a part of the record. 

Mr. SuHuronrp. You may proceed. 

Mr. FREUDENBERGER (reading) : 


Dear Mr. TeacueE: This is in reply to your letter dated December 20, 1957, 
enclosing copies of committee print A (H. R. 9700) which is a consolidation of all 
of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is understood that a hearing on H. R. 9700 is scheduled by your committee 
for 10 a. m., Monday, January 20, 1958, and a representative of the DAV legis- 
lative service will be present at that time for any participation that may be 
indicated. However, our position in the matter of this bill may be stated very 
briefly. As it is understood that the changes made through the proposed legis- 
lation are in the interest of consolidation without any intent or purpose to down- 
grade, reduce or eliminate existing veterans’ benefits or advantages now accruing 
to veterans and their dependents, the Disabled American Veterans is in agree- 
ment with the provisions of the bill designed to consolidate and codify the VA 
laws. The DAV, of course, believes that some provisions of the existing veterans’ 
legislation should be liberalized and bills have been or will be introduced in the 
85th Congress to achieve those ends. This fact, however, does not preclude 
endorsement of the administrative aims sought in the consolidation bill under 
consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
Omer W. CuarRkK, 
National Director of Legislation. 


Mr. Suurorp. The letter will be included in the record, if there is 
no objection. ft oniptos 

There being no objection it is so ordered. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

JANUARY 13, 1958. 
Hon. Ouin E. TEAGUE, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. TeacueE: This is in reply to your letter dated December 20, 1957, 
enclosing copies of committee print A (H. R. 9700) which is a consolidation of 
all of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is understood that a hearing on H. R. 9700 is scheduled by your committee 
for 10 a. m., Monday, January 20, 1958, and a representative of the DAV legis- 
lative service will be present at that time for any participation that may be indi- 
cated. However, our position in the matter of this bill may be stated very 
briefly. As it is understood that the changes made through the proposed legis- 
lation are in the interest of consolidation without any intent or purpose to down- 
grade, reduce, or eliminate existing veterans’ benefits or advantages now accruing 
to veterans and their dependents, the Disabled American Veterans is in agreement 
with the provisions of the bill designed to consolidate and codify the VA laws. 
The DAV, of course, believes that some provisions of the existing veterans’ legis- 
lation should be liberalized and bills have been or will be introduced in the 85th 
Congress to achieve those ends. This fact, however, does not preclude endorse- 
ment of the administrative aims sought in the consolidation bill under consid- 
eration. 

Sincerely yours, 
Omar W. CLARK, 
National Director of Legislation. 


Mr. FrevupDENBERGER. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that we have 
found H. R. 85-56 very satisfactory. In any research work it is a 
wonderful thing to have the laws under one cover, so to speak, and we 
feel certain that this, you might say, more important work, H. R. 9700, 
that would consolidate all the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration, will certainly be a very fine thing to all those of us who 
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do have occasion to consult the existing laws and engage in the prep- 
aration of bills. 

Mr. Suurorp. Do you happen to be a lawyer? 

Mr. FrREUDENBERGER. Yes, sir; 1 am. 

Mr. Suurorp. And you can appreciate having all the laws on a 
particular subject under one heading rather than having to go through 
several volumes? 

Mr. FrevuDENBERGER. That is right. 

Mr. Suurorp. And run the chance of failing to connect one statute 
with another statute. This method will make it much easier. That 
is your opinion about it, is it not? 

Mr. FREUDENBERGER. It certainly will. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any questions, Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Waaver. No, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. Then, the DAV, Disabled American Veterans, 
endorses this bill, which will in effect be a substitution and enlarge- 
ment upon the bill of the last Congress, (H. R. 53) which became 
Public Law 85-56. 

Mr. FrevupENBERGER. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Saurorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Freudenberger. 

Mr. Ketchum, we are very pleased to have you before the committee 
this morning to get your views and the views of your organization, 
the VFW, on this legislation. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF OMAR B. KETCHUM, DIRECTOR OF REHABILI- 
TATION, ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN JONES, ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR OF REHABILITATION, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Kercuum. Thank you very much, Judge. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, first, I should like 
to present our assistant director of rehabilitation, Mr. Norman Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. We are glad to have you here, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Mr. Chairman, in the letter addressed to the chair- 
man sometime ago, the Veterans of Foreign Wars indicated their 
approval of this effort to codify or consolidate existing laws, and we 
indicated to the chairman that we would be available to testify, that 
we would go over it very carefully and that we would point out to the 
committee at the hearing either any discrepancies or anything in the 
bill that we thought mace, be improved. 

Now, this morning we are not here necessarily to point out any 
objections to the bill, but to compliment the committee on some few 
changes that have been made and to express some concern as to 
whether some improvement could be made. 

And, with that in mind, I am going to comment on a few of the 
sections that we have examined. 

For example, 210 (b) on page 36 restates the authority of the 
Administrator to consolidate or abolish offices, including regional 
offices. Now, we recognize that is carried over from an existing act, 
but we hope that the restatement of the Administrator’s authority in 
this regard is not intended and will not be interpreted as a reversal of 
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the expression of the will of the Congress as contained in section 101, 
Public Law 346 of the 78th Congress. 

Mr. SuHurorp. 101. What is that? 

Mr. Ketcuum. Section 101, Public Law 346 of the 78th Congress. 

Now, that particular section in the act directed the Administrator 
to establish necessary offices and clearly inferred that the VA should 
maintain facilities readily accessible to veterans. We are a little 
concerned because of the possibility that the VA may effect addi- 
tional consolidations of regional offices, with resulting lessening of 
services to veterans and their dependents, on the basis of doubtful 
claims of future savings. 

Now, we understand this restated authority actually exists in 
Public Law 56. That actually gives the Administrator the authority 
to close these offices. We are a little concerned that restating that 
again may give emphasis to it, that it will have a tendency to pull 
away from Public Law 346, which takes exactly the opposite stand, 
which instructs him to go out and do these things. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Right there, the divisions of section (b) and (c) I 
think you have reference to on page 36. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. 

Mr. Suurorp. That is contained in Public Law 85-56, as I under- 
stand it. 

Mr. Kertcuvum. That is right. Weare merely recalling the attention 
of the committee 

Mr. SuuFrorp. So the law is in existence now. 

Mr. Kercuvum. That is right. 

Mr. SuHurorp. As it appears in this. 

Mr. Ketrcuum. That is right. 

Mr. Suurorp. You are afraid, as I understand you, that by the 
recodification of the law and restating it in this bill that it might give 
emphasis. 

Mr. Kercuum. Overemphasis, that is right, to that particular 

Mr. Suurorp. Even though it is definitely known that this is only 
a grouping of the existing law? 

Mr. Ketcuvum. That is right. 

Mr. Suurorp. Do you think that will still overemphasize it? 

Mr. Kercuum. Mr. Chairman, let me again say we are merely 
pointing out some of the things that occurred to us that might be 
considered. 

Mr. Suurorp. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Kercuum. Yes. 

Mr. Suurorp. | want to get your thinking where the emphasis 
would be, why it would be reemphasis. 

Mr. Kertcuum. Of course, we would like to see the emphasis on 
Public Law 346, which directs the Administrator to set up these 
facilities where they are essential and necessary rather than the neg- 
ative approach to it. 

Mr. Suurorp. Does Public Law 346 appear in this recodification? 

Mr. Kercuum. I am not sure. 

Do you know whether it is in there or not? 

CounsExt. Public Law 346 was the GI bill of rights for World War 
II veterans. It is no longer in effect but that portion or portions 
which are permanent are included. 
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I think it should be said at this point, that the chairman, Mr. 
Teague, has introduced a bill amending Public Law 85-56, which pro- 
vides in effect that no regional office or hospital shall be closed until the 
expiration of 90 days after notice has been given this committee and 
presumably giving the committee a reasonable time within which 
to act. 

Mr. Kercuum. I think more or less that confirms, Mr. Chairman, 
some of the apprehension we have. 

Mr. SuHurorp. You understand I was not arguing with you at all. 

Mr. Kercuum. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Suurorp. I was simply trying to get the facts. 

Mr. Ketrcuum. We merely wanted to bring it to the attention of 
the committee. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire? 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. In that same connection you are speaking of closing 
of the offices, not transferring them? 

Mr. Kercuvum. Yes, closing. 

Mr. Weaver. Your thou ht is entirely upon closing our regional 
offices, not necessarily transferring them? 

Mr. Kercuum. Closing or consolidating offices that we feel would 
not be in the best interests of service to the veterans. Do you see? 
In other words, we are a little concerned that we are getting too much 
emphasis on the authority of the Administrator to close and consoli- 
date offices that we would not consider, and veterans in general would 
not consider, to be to the best interest of service to veterans. 

Mr. Weaver. I sympathize with you there because we have a 
particular instance in Lincoln, Nebr. 

Mr. Ketcuum. I am very familiar with that. 

Mr. Weaver. Which I know your organization and all the veterans’ 
groups in Nebraska have been behind to keep and not transfer it to 
Omaha. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. 

Moving on, Mr. Chairman, to section 215 on page 38, which pro- 
vides that the Administrator may compile and publish all Federal laws 
relating to veterans in order to provide the VA and full-time repre- 
sentatives of service organizations an annotated, indexed, and cross- 
referenced statement of all suchlaws. This is not a new provision; but 
as far as we know, this project has not been accomplished. It would 
be very helpful, and we therefore urge the committee to take what- 
ever action is necessary to insure compliance with this provision. 
Perhaps the word “may” in the first line of section 215 should be 
changed to ‘‘shall.”’ 

We are not objecting to this being codified, but we are pointing out 
that while it is existing law it has not been put into effect and that 
possibly the committee could persuade the Veterans’ Administration 
to have it carried out or change the word “may”’ to “shall” so that 
we could get it done. 

Moving on to section 355, page 61, which restates the authority of 
the Administrator to effect changes in the schedule for rating disabili- 
ties. While we seek no change in this provision at this time, we have 
been somewhat alarmed by information received from the Veterans’ 
Administration several months ago which rather clearly indicated that 
a complete review of the rating schedule is contemplated. This 
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could result in'an extensive revision of the schedule. We do not be- 
lieve the VA has sufficient valid information as to any claimed signifi- 
cant changes in average impairment of earning capacities resulting 
from the various disabilities to justify multitudinous and drastic 
changes. Now, we are aware that 

Mr. Suurorp. Just a minute, Mr. Ketchum. You had reference to 
the investigation that the regional offices are now making. 

Mr. Kercuum. No, they are making a study of the rating schedule. 
Not the so-called Stone review. I am not referring to the review of 
compensation cases. 

Mr. SHurorp. I see. 

Mr. Ketrcuum. We are talking about the study being made of the 
rating schedule to determine whether certain changes shall be made in 
the rating schedules. We are alerted several months ago that a 
study is being made and certain changes are being contemplated. 
While none of those changes actually have been made we are concerned 
over some of the tentative or proposed changes that may be placed 
into effect. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Have you received copies of those tentative changes? 

Mr. Kercuvum. Yes, those that have definitely indicated they are 
studying for change purposes. 

Mr. Suurorp. I see. 

Mr. Ketrcuum. Now, the reason we are calling your attention to 
that is because we know that the chairman of the overall committee, 
Mr. Teague, has introduced a bill identified as H. R. 9730 to stabilize 
and freeze the rating schedule as of January 1, 1958. We do not at 
this time desire to express any definite opinion as to the necessity or 
feasibility of enacting H. R. 9730, but we do want to state that we 
take comfort in the knowledge that the chairman and members of 
this committee are aware of and concerned about this development. 

I mean it is indicative that this committee has some knowledge of 
this proposed change of the rating schedule and the chairman has intro- 
duced a bill which if enacted would head off the change in the rating 
schedule until such time apparently as this committee and the Con- 
gress have had the time to look over the proposed revisions. That is 
why we merely call your attention to that section which restates the 
authority of the Administrator to effect those changes. 

Moving on to title IV, title IV, which begins on page 63 of the bill, 
which properly includes the provisions pertaining to dependency and 
indemnity compensation now contained in Public Law 881, 84th 
Congress. While not a proper subject for detailed discussion at this 
time, we believe several amendments to the dependency and indemn- 
ity compensation program should be adopted in the interest of justice 
and equity. We trust the committee will later have an opportunity 
to review the many complicated dependency and indemnity compen- 
sation provisions and support legislation to accomplish the desired 
changes. 

Section 505 (b), on page 83, provides that pension payments 
otherwise due persons incarcerated in penal institutions for periods in 
excess of 60 days may be apportioned to certain dependents. Because 
the VA regulation interpreting the same provision of Public Law 24, 
85th Congress, is unduly restrictive, subjecting a wife to the death 
pension income limitation, irrespective of the continuing household 
obligations, we urge the committee to change the word “may” in 
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line 22 page 83 of the bill to “‘shall.”. We believe that the Veterans’ 
Administration is not liberally following the intent and purpose of the 
Congress on that particular public law. 

Mr. Aparr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Saurorp. Mr. Adair. 

Mr. Aparr. Omar, are you getting some complaints with respect 
to the operation of that law? 

Mr. Kercuum. Yes. 

Mr. Aparr. How many? Could you give us an estimate? 

Mr. Kercuvum. It is not widespread because, Ross, we hope there 
are not too many involved in that thing. 

Mr. Apatr. Yes. 

Mr. Kercuum. We are getting some complaints on the matter on 
which apportionments are made and the conditions which are imposed 
upon the wife and the family after the husband has been incarcerated. 
We think they are a little overstrict on that thing and we think this 
committee ought to correct that by changing a word in there. 

Maybe Mr. Jones, our rehabilitation deetee might have a com- 
ment on that. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Omar. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we have had, of 
course, several complaints against the law itself, which imposes the 
propane against payment of pension to incarcerated veterans. 

Te are not arguing that at all. 

We simply think this: The committee and Congress intended to 
stop payments to veterans themselves. We doubt that Congress 
intended to be overrestrictive on payments of the pension due veterans 
to their dependents at home. We think they intended the wife to 
get the money without too great restrictions on it. 

Mr. Apair. The wife or children. 

Mr. Jongs. That is right. 

The VA imposes death income limitations on the wife at home, 
$1,400 or $2,700, whichever is applicable. 

We think on the average, where the husband of the family is away 
from home, probably for a temporary period, where there is still love 
and affection between the parties, where the wife is maintaining the 
household in status quo, with an expectation that the husband will 
come home, that the expenses of that household are reduced very 
little because of his absence, and there should be no quarrel in sending 
her the money. Contrast that to death cases where, on the average, 
there is change in the mode of living with expenses reduced in the 
average cases. 

Mr. Suurorp. Let me ask you a question right there. 

Section 505 (b) reads: 

Where the veteran is disqualified for pension for any period by reason of sub- 
section (a) of this section, the Administrator may apportion and pay to his wife 
or children the pension which such veteran would receive for that period but for 
this section. 

Now, are they interpreting that as giving a different allowance to 
the wife? 

Mr. Jonns. They are interpreting that word “may” as being a 
permissive word only. 

As I understand, the VA General Counsel has advised the Depart- 
ment of Veterans’ Benefits that they might pay it to the wife freely or 
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they may impose certain restrictions. They have administratively 
decided to impose the income restrictions applicable to widows’ cases, 
to the wives and children at home. 

Mr. Suurorp. What is your construction of that? 

The Administrator may apportion and pay to his wife or children the pension 
which such veteran would receive for that period but for this section. 

Is there any other section in here that gives the VA the authority to 
make any reductions? 

Mr. Kercuum. Other, Mr. Chairman, than the word “may’’ is 
permissive, and the VA apparently has decided to establish certain 
conditions under which they may exercise that ‘“‘may.”’ That is why 
we have suggested, if the committee may do so, to change the word 
“may. 

Mr. Suvurorp. It appears to me that the Veterans’ Administration 
may be writing into the law a different meaning than this committee 
intended. 

Mr. Kercuum. They are doing it under regulations, under the 
permissive word “‘may”’ by the issuance of regulations. 

That is why we have suggested the use of the word “‘shall’’ instead 
of ‘“‘may’’ to possibly eliminate the inclusion of conditions that were 
not contemplated by the Congress when this legislation was enacted. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Excuse me just 1 minute. I have one question. 

You say that ‘“‘may”’ in line 17 should be omitted? 

Mr. Ketcuum. The “may”’ in line 22, page 83. 

Mr. Suurorp. How about the word “may” in line 17? 

Mr. Ketcuum. That is is, is it not? Maybe we have not the right 
one. 

Mr. Jones. That is where it applies to other persons than veterans. 

Mr. Suurorp. No. 

The Administrator may apportion and pay to his wife and children the penion 
such veteran would receive for that period but for this section. 
Now, on down in 

Mr. Ketcuum. What page is that on, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Suurorp. Page 83. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Page 83. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Section (b). That is the one you referred us to. 

Mr. Kercuum. Yes. 

Counse.. Judge Shuford, I think the question basically is an income 
limitation. I do not know what the position of the VFW is on this, 
but the VA, as I understand it, has applied an income limitation 
against a wife while the man is in jail, if there is a wife and no children, 
of $1,400, which is in line with the law, or $2,700 if there is a wife and 
children. Is that the point, Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. Thatiscorrect. But Public Law 85-24 does not require 
imposition of an income limitation. 

CounsEL. Now, it is the position of VF W that there should be no 
limitation of income applied against the wife, under Public Law 85-24. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. 

Counss.. Against the wife while the husband is in prison. 

Mr. Ketcuvum. That is right. The law does not specify one. They 
arbitrarily included that in there because of the permissive ‘‘may.” 

CounsEL. That is the point. 
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Mr. Suurorp. In line 22 you have “may.” 

Mr. Jones. We were more concerned with subsection (b) and I 
think just missed getting the word “‘may”’ on line 17 included in this 
statement. 

Mr. Suurorp. Your first statement referred to subsection (c), 
line 22. 

Mr. Jonzs. Yes. 

Mr. SuHurorp. But you think both of them should be changed, 
the word “may” in line 17 and “may” in line 22, should both be 
changed to “‘shall.”’ 

Mr. Kercnum. “Shall,” that is right. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I think I will ask you, Omar, can you cite some specific 
cases where a widow has been refused this payment based on this 
interpretation? 

Mr. Ketcuum. I will let Mr. Jones answer. 

Mr. Jongs. I might tell you every case we handle has been turned 
down. There have only been a few cases. Every case we. handled 
has been denied apportionment, or payment of the pension otherwise 
due the veteran, to the wife. We have not seen a single case where 
the payment has been made to the wife at home, although no doubt 
there have been some. 

Mr. Sisx. Naturally, of course, you probably only hear of those 
that have been turned down. I can understand that. However, I 
am inclined to agree with you that possibly I think they are placing 
an interpretation on that that certainly we as members of the com- 
mittee did not have in mind as being placed on it at the time we 
considered it, because I remember very well the discussions on this 
bill at the time that we had it before this committee a very short 
time ago. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Moving on to the next provision, Mr. Chairman, 
the proviso which begins in line 11, page 131, section 722, grants 
additional time for some incompetent veterans to apply for non- 
participating insurance under the provisions of section 620 of the 
National Life Insurance Act. 

Mr. Suurorp. What line is that? 

Mr. Ketcuum. That is page 131, line 11, section 722. 

It grants additional time for some incompetent veterans to apply 
for nonparticipating insurance under the provisions of section 620 of 
the National Life Insurance Act. Because frequently a guardian of 
an incompetent veteran is not appointed until more than 1 year after 
the VA awarded the veteran service connection, many eligible in- 
competent veterans have not been able to obtain insurance. This 
extension of time is fully justified and is supported by a resolution 
adopted by the last national encampment of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. It is believed to be similar in intent to H. R. 8709, introduced 
by the distinguished chairman of the overall committee and now 
pending before the committee. 

In other words, we are heartily in favor of this, which, in our opin- 
ion, is a new provision which has been inserted in this act and which 
does grant additional time to incompetent veterans to establish their 
entitlement to insurance. 
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Section 745 contains a proviso beginning in line 22, page 137, which 
represents a liberalization for some veterans who apply for renewal of 
United States GI term policies, which expired after July 23, 1953, 
while lapsed for nonpayment of the last or next to last monthly 
premium of the old contract period. While the VFW has not adopted 
a resolution supporting this particular technical change, it is obviously 
equitable and fully justified. 

Mr. Suurorp. What line is that, Mr. Ketchum? 

Mr. Kercuum. That is in section 745 and in line 22, page 137. 

Mr. Suurorp. All right. 

Mr. Ketcuum. We are having a little difference of opinion as to 
whether we should recommend a change in that paragraph. We had 
originally thought that perhaps the date of December 31, 1953, 
in that section was somewhat arbitrary and that maybe we could 
dispense with it entirely. 

CounseEt. Mr. Chairman, on that point, in the conference on what 
became Public Law 881 of the 84th Congress, the survivors benefit 
bill, there was provision inserted by that conference which permitted 
World War II holders of National Service Life Insurance to reinstate 
a term policy which expired in the 59th or 60th month. At the time 
of that conference, a question came up as to whether or not it 
should be extended to World War I veterans as well and it was the 
consensus at that time that it should not be because there was not 
anything in that bill relating to World War I insurance. 

his was included in here simply as a matter of equity. We doubt 
that there will be very many cases, probably very few cases 

Mr. Ketrcuum. That is right. 

CounsgEL. In any event there is no additional charge to the Govern- 
ment. That is the reason for these dates. They are exactly the dates 
that apply to World War II cases. 

Mr. Kercuum. Mr. Jones will comment on that. 

Mr. Jones. The interesting thing about this is, of course, that in 
cases in which the term policy has expired before December 31, 1953, 
they are actually given 6 months more than the next 5-year period to 
effect renewal. That is the liberalization that is in this above and 
beyond the similar World War II insurance, That is because this bill 
might not pass until later on this year, and, as I understand it, the 
Veterans’ Administration wanted 6 additional months for administra- 
tive purposes to clear those cases that otherwise have to come in before 
December 31 of this year. 

As Mr. Ketchum pointed out, we have no resolution on this point, 
but we have a resolution urging opening the entire insurance program 
for a year for all veterans. Certainly that covers a more generous 
liberalization than this. So we believe our organization is in a position 
to support this proposal. As the committee counsel said, at the rates 
these World War veterans have to pay to renew the insurance, most of 
them will not do it, or they would not have dropped it if they had the 
money. For those that can, I think it is a good provision. 

Mr. Kercuum. Moving on to the next section, we are pleased to 
note in section 1602 (a) (10), page 178, that service performed on 
active duty for training in the Air Force Reserve Officers Training 
Corps in 1954 by a group who accepted commissions in the District 
of Columbia Air National Guard, is included as active duty qualifying 
the individuals concerned for education and training benefits, and in 
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later sections of the bill, other readjustment benefits.. This proviso, 
as previously introduced in H. R, 4433, 85th Congress, will correct 
an obvious inequity. 

In other words, it is a good provision that takes care of a group of 
deserving people, and we are glad to see it in the codification. 

The authority of the Administrator to control GI loan discounts, 
as stated in section 1805, page 255, was first established by the last 
session of Congress and through the enactment of Public Law 104 and 
I am pleased that this desperately needed authority will, if H. R. 9700 
is enacted, become an integral part of the basie veterans’ legislation. 

In other words, we think it is very badly needed. 

In reading section 4103 through section 4108, beginning on page 
344 of the bill, we are pointedly reminded of the deplorable low salary 
rates for many classes of professional employees of the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery. e trust the necessary congressional action 
to substantially increase such salary rates will be taken early during 
the current session of Congress. owever, if VA personnel in many 
categories concerned, doctors and other employees, receive only 
percentage increases applicable to similar classes of employees in 
other Federal agencies, and are not granted numerous fringe benefits 
the present disparity will continue even though the salary rates of 
individual employees are increased perhaps substantially. 

In other words, what we are saying, Mr. Chairman, is that if the 
medical and technical personnel of the Veterans’ Administration 
receive only the general 6 percent, average 6-percent increase, which 
has been recommended by the President, there will still be inequities 
existing, unless special attention is given to this particular group of 
employees. And I understand that H. R. 6719 would correct the 
situation. 

We recognize that this may not be the proper occasion to present 
facts and contentions in justification of requests for construction of 
additional VA hospitals. However, in reading section 5002, page 366, 
we were reminded of the desperate need for additional projects in- 
volving extensive renovation and repair of existing hospital buildings 
and new buildings to replace outmoded, inefficient, and perhaps 
dangerous old hospital buildings. 

We recall the keen personal interest Chairman Teague has demon- 
strated in this problem over a period of many years. It is our hope 
that the Congress will not hesitate to authorize and adequately 
finance continuing activity in this area of need. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that we probably have taken more 
time than we should in presenting our viewpoint. We wanted to 
alert the committee to some of the matters that we had observed, 
some that we thought were excellent and should be included as sort 
of bonus in this codification, and to also express a little concern about 
other matters that are covered in the bill. 

We want to know that other than the few little suggestions that 
we have made, with which the committee may not or may agree, we 
are heartily in favor of this codification. We believe that it is a 
sound and a worthwhile effort on the part of this committee and I hope 
the Congress goes along with them in this codification. 

As you so well pointed out in the beginning, it will enable service 
officers, attorneys, all of those interested in the veterans’ benefits pro- 
gram to have something in front of them that they can go through, 
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the entire program, rather than the endless search and research to 
find out what bills apply to what or what laws apply to what. So 
certainly we are heartily in favor of this codification. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I just want to express my appreciation 
to Omar and Mr. Jones for their statement this morning. I was 
particularly interested in your comment regarding section 1805 on the 
discount control, which as you know we discussed rather extensively 
last year. 

Mr. Ketcuum. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. I just want to make this statement. I have been vitally 
concerned as to what has happened to our GI home loan situation and 
I am very interested in seeing if something cannot be done, let us say, 
to reactivate it, and I would like to have you keep that in mind. 

As you know, this discount control thing has come in for some 
blame for some of the things that have happened, Omar. 

Mr. Ketcuum. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. I am not taking a position. I thought at the time we 
were doing something that was right and thought the intent was good. 
Results, of course, are what we are iaberensad in if we are going to 
continue to have any GI home-loan program. 

I am just making this statement to realert you to the fact we are 
going to be interested in what your thinking and your organization’s 
thinking is on this whole subject very =, 

Mr. Kercnum. We certainly hope, Mr. Sisk, the chairman’s bill 
that was reintroduced, the one that was vetoed in the last session of 
Coa, to provide some additional direct-loan money for rural and 
smalltown areas, will again meet with the approval of the Congress. 
We think it is very important and necessary that that bill be enacted. 
H. R. 9729, I believe, is the number of the new bill for this purpose. 
You recall the previous bill went through both Houses of Congress 
last year and unfortunately was vetoed. We hope this year it will 
go through and the President will reconsider his position on it and 
give it approval. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any questions, Mr. Adair? 

Mr. Aparr. No, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. Have you any question, Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. I would like to thank Mr. Ketchum and Mr. Jones 
for the very informative touching on these points. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Thank you very much, Mr. Weaver. 

That is all. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you, gentlemen. We will now hear from 
Mr. Davis of the American Legion. 

Mr. Davis, would you introduce the other gentlemen, sir? 
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STATEMENTS OF BERTRAM G. DAVIS, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO THE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION; 
JOHN J. CORCORAN, DIRECTOR; T. 0. KRAABEL, CONSULTANT; 
CHARLES W. STEVENS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR; AND WARREN H. 
MACDONALD, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION, THE 
AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce 
to you Mr. John J. Corcoran, who, effective January 6, 1958, was 
appointed by National Commander Gleason to be director of the 
national rehabilitation commission. 

Mr. Corcoran. 

Mr. Suurorp. Delighted to have you with us. 

Mr. Davis. He is succeeding our beloved T. O. Kraabel, now 
consultant to our commission. 

He is accompanied by Mr. Charles W. Stevens, assistant director 
of rehabilitation, and Mr. Warren H. MacDonald, our research analyst. 

Mr. Suurorp. Gentlemen, we are delighted to have all of you with 
us this morning. 

You may proceed, Mr. Corcoran. 

Mr. Corcoran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we appreciate 
this opportunity to express the views of the American Legion on 
H. R. 9700, 85th Congress, which would consolidate into one act all 
of the laws administered. by the Veterans’ Administration. 

More than 10 years ago, national conventions of the American 
Legion urged the codification of all of these laws. Our organization 
supported enactment in the first session of this Congress of Public 
Law 85-86 which was approved June 17, 1957, and we support enact- 
ment of H. R. 9700. 

A big step forward was taken, we think, in enactment of Public 
Law 85-86 which consolidated, simplified, and made more uniform 
the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration relating to 
compensation, pension, hospitalization, and burial benefits, and con- 
solidated the laws pertaining to the administration of laws adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration. We are grateful to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs for the considerable undertaking 
which resulted in that enactment and for the big job done in developing 
H. R. 9700 which furthers the task begun last year. Approval of this 
legislation should facilitate administration of veterans’ affairs and 
will, we feel, be most helpful, as the chairman indicated earlier, to all 
who are representing veterans, dependents, and beneficiaries. 

We were particularly concerned in analyzing the bill that there be 
no inadvertent loss of any rights existing under laws which would be 
repealed through this enactment. 

I stress here, gentlemen, that we sought accidental rather than 
intentional deprivation of rights. We have gone over the bill as 
carefully as possible in the brief time we have had to study such a 
comprehensive measure. And there again I must say the time we 
have had does not afford the thorough, complete study that we would 
like to have given it. But we assure the committee that we will con- 
tinue to study the bill and will bring to the attention of this committee 
or of the Congress any change which we feel is indicated. 
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It appears to us that the savings provisions embodied in the measure 
assure continuance of these saan however, this is something that 
we ask the committee to make certain is the case before the bill is 
reported. 

The liberalizations effected by this measure are fully justified, we 
think, and appear in most instances to have been based upon the 
obvious need which exists for uniformity and equitable treatment. 
We have two minor liberalizing amendments to suggest. 

We ask amendment of section 106 (c) so that an individual, dis- 
charged or released from a period of active duty on or before De- 
cember 31, 1956, shall be deemed to have continued on active duty 
until midnight of the date of such discharge or release. This could 
be qualified, if the committee so desires, so that the right to benefits 
under laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration would not 
vest for any period prior to the effective date of this enactment in 
any person whose eligibility for such benefits is established solely by 
virtue of its approval. 

Mr. Suurorp. May I interrupt there, Mr. Corcoran? 

On what page is section 106 (c)? 

Mr. Davis. It is on page 27, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SuHurorp. Page 27? 

Mr. Corcoran. It is the first full paragraph on page 28, actually, 
where the language begins. 

We support wholeheartedly the language contained in this para- 
graph. However, it limits its applicability to those persons discharged 
or released after December 31, 1956. We ask the committee to con- 
sider giving a retroactive effect to this paragraph as far as eligibility 
is concerned, but as we have pointed out, if the committee would 
withhold the award of money for any retroactive period we certainly 
would interpose no objection. Therefore a person who had been 
discharged, let us sav, in 1944, who would have been benefited by the 
application of this paragraph, we ask that he be benefited, his widow 
be benefited, but we do not ask necessarily that any award begin 
back in 1944 but only from the date of your approval of the amend- 
ment. 

This next paragraph in my prepared statement relates somewhat 
further to this point. 

Changes in regulations of service departments from time to time 
have resulted in inequitable treatment of veterans or survivors. Maid- 
night of the date of discharge or release has not been uniformly held 
to be the effective hour of discharge. Some discharges have been 
held to be effective upon issue at an earlier hour so that injuries and 
deaths between that time and.midnight have been determined for 
VA benefit purposes to have occurred after separation. 

Mr. Suvurorp. At that point, Mr. Corcoran, how many cases have 
you had? Have you any idea? 

Mr. Corcoran. Well, I think, sir, over the years since 1945, when 
I first joined the staff, we have had a considerable number. 

Mr. Suurorp. That is, usually, on the discharged soldier on his 
return home? 

Mr. Corcoran. Usually, sir. 

Now, let me point out that does not clearly appear in our written 
statement. There were times when one service department would 
hold midnight of the day to be the effective time when a man was 
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discharged; and a very same period of time the other service depart- 
ment would be holding the actual time the man received the paper put 
into his hand. That was an obvious inequity.’ Further, there was 
one service department which over a period of just a few months, 
changed their regulation on effective date of discharge. It was 
changed three times so that over the short period of time if one 
person had been killed after he received the discharge but before 
midnight he would have been covered, but the next month a person 
similarly situated would not have been covered. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you. 

Mr. Corcoran. Proceeding to the next point, we also ask amend- 
ment of section 722, that is, beginning on page 130. We also ask 
amendment of section 722 so that a veteran’s application for service- 
disabled veteran’s insurance would be acceptable if made in writing 
within 1 year from the date of the Veterans’ Administration notice 
that service connection of disability has been determined and of 
potential eligibility for such insurance rather than from the date of 
determination of service connection. 

Some time may elapse between establishment of service connection 
and mailing of notice of service connection; also notice of service 
connection may fail to include advice of potential eligibility for the 
insurance. 

Of course, it is always single cases that bring to our attention what 
we feel are points that should be changed. So I do not know how 
many of these cases we have had, but we have had some. 

Let me first of all state the old rule. A man in this type of insur- 
ance case had 1 year in which to apply from the date that the Vet- 
eran’s Administration determined that he was entitled to service 
connection. Now, if for backlog purposes or just ordinary business 
purposes, there was a delay in getting the notice out to him of a week 
or more then he lost that week. Of course it may not be very much 
in a year, but we have seen some cases in which he comes in just after 
the year. Then, in addition to that, as I understand it, the adjudi- 
cation service of the Veterans’ Administration is required to notify 
the individual after they have established service connection, that 
he now for the first time has potential eligibility to insurance. We 
have seen some cases in which they have overlooked this require- 
ment, just have not sent out the notice, or again there may be some 
lapse of time. So the amendment we seek goes to correct that 
situation. 

Now, to clarify intent, we suggest the following minor changes—— 

Section 101 (13), on page 17 of the bill reads: 

The term compensation means a monthly payment made by the Administrator 
to a veteran because of service-connected disability or to a widow, child, or parent 
of a veteran because of the service-connected death of the veteran occurring before 
January 1, 1957. 

And the following paragraph defines what dependency and in- 
demnity compensation is. 

We ask that in section 101 (13) there be added the following words: 


(On or after April 30, 1957, under the circumstances described in section 417 (a).) 


Subsection 101 (13) terms “compensation” a monthly payment for 
a veteran’s service-connected death occurring before January 1, 1957, 
differentiating between the monthly payment for a service-connected 
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death termed “dependency and indemnity compensation”’ under cir- 
cumstances described in subsection 101 (14). 

We offer the amending language because it is compensation as 
defined in subsection 101 (13) which is paid in the service-connected 
death occurring after April 30, 1957, during active service or within 
120 days after separation while United States Government or national 
life insurance is under a premium waiver which began before January 
1, 1957. 

This is obviously a highly complicated and technical point, but it 
appears to us that inadvertently there was omitted from paragraph 
subsection (13) this class of case which will receive ‘‘compensation”’ 
because of a certain type of waiver being in effect. 

Mr. Suurorp. Does that appear in the original law? Is that an 
error in the original law or in this? 

Mr. Corcoran. Sir, it is my understanding that this is an inad- 
vertent error due only to the attempt to consolidate it. 

Mr. Suurorp. To consolidate it, I see. 

Mr. Corcoran. And the next change also is one I think which does 
not request a liberalization, but only as we indicated, requests a 
clarification of intent or perhaps an improvement in the language. 
That is section 103 (c) which is found on page 24, the last line on page 
24. With your permission, I will read that short paragraph 103 (ce): 

In determining whether or not a woman is cr was the wife of a veteran their 
marriage shall be proved as valid for the purposes of all laws administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration, according to the law of the place where the parties 
resided at the time of the marriage, or the law of the place where the parties re- 
sided when their rights to benefits accrued. 

We ask that there be inserted at the beginning of that sentences: 
“Except as provided for in this section in (a) above.’”’ Special provi- 
sions relating to marriages are set forth in section 103. Subsection 
103 (c) requires that a marriage be proven as valid in determining 
whether or not a woman is or was a veteran’s wife. Subsection 103 
(a) on the other hand makes an exception to this requirement and we 
as therefore insertion of the words we recommend will take notice 
of this. 

Perhaps elaborating just slightly again, section 103 (a) sets up a 
condition whereby even though the marriage was not valid the Vet- 
erans’ Administration is authorized to grant the woman a widow’s 
pension or death compensation. And it, we think, serves a very use- 
ful purpose. It meets what we think is a very pathetic and appealing 
case, but section 103 (c) seems to negate or negative the very liberaliz- 
ing language in 103 (a) by requiring that the marriage be valid. So 
we think the exception as suggested will meet the situation. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Sisk from California. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to direct this to counsel. 

Section 103 (a), Counsel, is actually the act which was passed just 
in the last session, of which I was the author, is that right? 

CounsE.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Is that not the liberalization of widow’s criteria? 

CounseEt. It is involved in 85-209, which you were the author of 
last year, but this also flows, in part, from Public Law 881, the 
suvivors’ benefits bill. I think that the gentlemen from the Legion 
will agree, Mr. Sisk, that all of the provisions which they have men- 
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tioned do state existing law. These suggestions are slight liberaliza- 
tions of the law. 

Mr. Sisk. What I am getting at, Counsel, is the one section, 103 (a). 

CounsE.L. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Actually spells out, as I understand it, the language of 
85-209. 

Counseu. Your bill. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes—with reference to the fact that even though legally 
the marriage may have an illegal impediment in the marriage that 
with certain qualifications it still shall be determined a marriage for the 
purposes of a widow collecting her pension. 

Now, (c) which I understand you feel might reverse that 

Mr. Corcoran. That is right. 

Mr. Stsk. Unless there is a change in the language of subsection (c) 
of section 103. 

CounsgEu. I think—excuse me. 

Mr. Sisk. Well, go ahead. Maybe you can clarify that. 

Counset. I think the VA will testify when Mr. Daley speaks that 
there is nothing in 103 (c) which in any way changes the intent or 
operation of application of 85-209, your law. 

Mr. Sisk. That was the point I wanted to get cleared. 

Mr. Corcoran. Sir, you hit the point that we wanted to meet. 
We are fearful that the language as it is now found in 103 may at the 

very least be confusing or subject to construction and we have sug- 
gested as a remedy inserting not for the purposes of liberalization, 
but only for the purpose of clarification, that except as we have 
already provided in 103 (a), a woman must prove her marriage to be 
valid. However, if it is the considered opinion or conclusion of the 
committee that that is not nee essary, that there is no confusion, no 
ambiguity, then of course we will accept that decision. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate your statement because I am very much 
concerned that the provisions in section 103 (a) remain and be inter- 
preted as the intent of Congress was at that time. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. All right; you may proceed, Mr. Corcoran. 

Mr. Corcoran. In addition to the foregoing specific changes recom- 
mended, we feel that there may be other areas in which the language 
of the bill may be clarified or strengthened without changing the 
intent in any way. We would like to feel free to bring any such to 
the attention of the staff. 

It will be understood that our endorsement of this consolidating 
legislation does not alter our position with respect to those provisions 
of existing law which we are seeking to have amended presently or may 
hereafter seek on the basis of instructions of our governing bodies. 

Gentlemen, I thank you very much for your very kind indulgence 
and attention this morning. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Corcoran, and the other 
gentlemen for being here. 

Are there any further questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. No. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Adair. 

Mr. Aparr. I have no questions. 

Mr. SuHurorp. Mr. Weaver? 
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Mr. Weaver. I would like to ask the American Legion how they 
feel about the item Mr. Ketchum referred to pertaining to the leeway 
or discretion that the Veterans’ Administrator might have pertaining 
to hospitals and regional offices. I do not know exactly the specific 
section, but Mr. Ketchum referred to that. 

Mr. Suurorp. Page 83, I think. 

Mr. Wnaver. Page 83? I am not sure. 

CounsE.L. That is not it. He is talking about page 36—closing 
regional offices and hospitals. 

Mr. Corcoran. Sir, do you happen to have a note of the page that 
that language appears on? 

Mr. KraaBeEw. Page 36, lines 8 to 13, John. 

Mr. Corcoran. Gentlemen, with your permission I would like to 
refer that question, and it gives me a great deal of pleasure to do so, 
not only because I avoid the responsibility of answering a question 
I am not sure of, but also because it gives me an opportunity to say, 
as Mr. Davis said earlier, that we have on my left, but as my very 
strong right hand man, Mr. T. O. Kraabel, who was the Director of 
this Commission from 1941, and I know you gentlemen know Mr. 
Kraabel, and I have been extremely fortunate because he is con- 
tinuing on as our consultant and giving us the same devotion and 
energy and ability that he has for so many years. 

T. O. would you answer that? 

Mr. Kraapec. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, 
thanks very much, Johnnie. 

We have always found a very responsive attitude on the part of 
the subcommittee and the full committee whenever Dr. Shapiro and 
I came up here in-respect to hospitals and hospital beds. And that 
situation, Mr. Weaver, in which you are so vitally interested, we had 
considerable to do with in trying to help you out in the facts and the 
circumstances. We find in studying the budget this year, for instance, 
there are two approaches that we feel are made from across the park 
of the Veterans’ Administration, namely, the Budget Bureau. The 
pressure that they can assert on regulations and instructions is 
recognized, but that which they may want to do on the substantive 
law, they would have to come to you or to Congress to have changed. 
There is nothing in the general budget that says to close hospitals. 
But we do find a deficiency of money to continue around 1,300 beds, 
and that is in the TB category. 

Now, if money is not provided, I assume they would conclude that 
closing | those beds would save that amount of money. It is our 
thought on studies so far that to save the amount of money involved 
they would have to close entire units or hospitals. Accordingly we 
have our alert flag up, because we do not want to see any of those 
units closed. We do not know where they are going to be and we do 
not know how they are doing to save money unless they do it that way. 
We hope to point that out at our hearing before the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations. 

The authority that you have given the Administrator from way back 
to establish the agencies and the hospitals and the offices, as our good 
friend Ketchum has pointed out, has been there for some time. We 
have been in an expanding veterans program situation. This com- 
mittee has had its hands at the control lever. 
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Now, then, when there is probably a review of all of these institu- 
tions and yet a growing and aging population of at least the First 
World War and soon of the Second World War, we are very alert 
that there not be exercised by the top authority a restrictive or con- 
solidating policy before complete examination as to the need for the 
continuance of the unit involved. 

Certainly, we stand foursquare with the committee and with other 
veterans groups to see that that does not prevail until we are all satis- 
fied that there is no longer need for that particular unit under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Weaver. I appreciate the gentleman’s comments. 

Mr. Suurorp. Are there any other questions? If not, gentlemen, 
we appreciate very much your being with us this morning and giving 
us the value of your experience on this. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. 

Mr. Kraapew. Thank you. 

Mr. Corcoran. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Suurorp. We will now hear from Mr. Daley of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 


STATEMENTS OF T. F. DALEY, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, R. P. BLAND, HOWARD BERNSTEIN, 
AND D. C. KNAPP, DIRECTORS, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS SERV- 
ICES AND A. T. BRONAUGH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
PROJECTS SERVICE, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Dauey. Mr. Chairman, I am Timothy F. Daley, associate 
general counsel for legislative services at the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

I have with me Mr. Ray P. Bland, a service director, Mr. Donald 
C. Knapp, a service director, Mr. Howard Bernstein, a service director, 
and Mr. Alfred T. Bronaugh, assistant service director, all of legis- 
lative services. 

These gentlemen have worked for some months, Mr. Chairman, in 
collaborating and coordinating with your committee staff and the 
staff of the House legislative counsel, preparing numerous drafts and 
revisions and changes of the bill which has culminated in H. R. 9700. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will read briefly from our 
covering letter and then turn over the details to the staff. 

Mr. Suurorp. All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Dauey. The purpose of H. R. 9700 is indicated by its title. 

It is essentially a restatement of all of the existing laws admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration. It will consolidate and 
integrate these laws in one comprehensive enactment, achieving sim- 
plification of language in many areas and enabling all persons con- 
cerned to use it with the confident understanding that it embraces 
in one statutory package the many and diverse laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration which heretofore have been scattered 
among a series of enactments. 

The Veterans’ Administration has been pleased to provide consider- 
able assistance to the staff of the committee and the Office of the 
House Legislative Counsel through extensive analyses and research, 
resulting in suggested revisions in earlier drafts of the bill as prepared 
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by a representative of the House Legislative Counsel under the super- 
vision of the counsel of the committee. Considered as a whole, it is 
believed that the bill is presently an accurate restatement of the law, 
subject to a few relatively minor changes which generally are of a 
caaloction nature and do not have a major impact. 

A number of technical and formal revisions to the current draft of 
the bill have already been informally communicated. In addition, 
the attached comments, Mr. Chairman, indicate certain suggestions 
which are either deemed essential or well worth the committee’s 
consideration. As in the past, the legislative and other represent- 
atives of the Veterans’ Administration stand ready to provide any 
further technical assistance in this matter which the committee may 
desire. 

The enactment of this bill will not, as a restatement, involve addi- 
tional cost to the Government. The few changes in existing law which 
are included will entail a relatively small increase in cost. Probably 
the chief single item of increased cost will be that resulting from the 
inclusion of the 1954 Air Force ROTC graduates who served in the 
National Guard on training duty for a period prior to February 1, 
1955, within the coverage of the educational and loan provisions of the 
bill. It is estimated that the total increased cost of this feature will 
approximate $1,200,000, and not more than $480,000 in a single year, 
for benefits, and 4 or 5 percent of that amount for administration. 
In addition, the bill will liberalize, to a limited extent, the coverage 
of National Guard men, cadets, and midshipmen, selectees, and 
reservists for purposes of most of the benefits administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration, and will, except as otherwise specified, 
cover prior service of the new groups for purposes of future benefits. 
It is impossible to estimate the dollar amount of the increased cost 
resulting from these aspects, but the cost can be assumed to be 
relatively small. If the suggestion in the analysis with respect to 
liberalizing the eligibility of retired personnel for medical and burial 
benefits is adopted, it is believed that the resultant cost, if any, will 
be negligible. 

This report does not deal with title XX (unemployment compen- 
sation and employment service) and title XXI (mustering-out pay- 
ments) which restate laws administered by the Department of Labor 
and the military departments, respectively. 

Subject to consideration of the attached detailed comments, the 
Veterans’ Administration is pleased to recommend favorable considera- 
tion of this constructive measure and will continue to endeavor to 
assist the committee representatives in identifying and correcting any 
additional discrepancies or errors of detail which may be disclosed as 
a result of further study. 

We received advice from the Bureau of the Budget that while there 
is no objection to the submission of our report, the Bureau of the 
Budget does not believe that a consolidation bill is an appropriate 
vehicle for substantive changes in existing law. The Bureau does, 
however, favor the basic consolidation purpose of H. R. 9700. 

That completes our covering statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Daley, I would like to ask you how the VA 
reconciles their viewpoints in view of the fact that the Bureau of the 
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Budget has not given them wholehearted enthusiastic approval. Is 
that not an exception rather than the rule? 

Mr. Da.ry. Apparently the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Weaver, 
takes a position that this is ostensibly a vehicle which would con- 
solidate and incorporate all existing law without any change of any 
kind. Presumably, while they appreciated and concurred in the proj- 
ect of the committee to restate existing law, they felt, and it seems to 
be a technical observation, that anything in the nature of a change or 
revision, or modification or liberalization of existing law ought to be 
incorporated in a separate vehicle and subject to its own appropriate 
hearings. 

I should add that in connection with any legislative report, we are 
instructed to clear with the Bureau of the Budget in order to ascer- 
tain the relationship of a measure with the executive branch position. 

Mr. Weaver. I asked that question because I did not recall any 
other measures that have been under consideration of the VA, if 
there had been objection of the Bureau of the Budget where the two 
of you were together. 

Mr. Datry. Some of the revisions in H. R. 9700, Mr. Weaver, do 
include items which have cleared this committee heretofore, and it 
was the opinion of the revisionists, the staff of the committee and the 
staff of the House legislative counsel that this vehicle, in the interest 
of uniformity, ought to include matters of that kind, but as stated, 
they are mostly of a minor nature. 

CounsEL. On that point, may I make one statement? 

The major liberalizations here were all first the subject of a confer- 
ence with the chairman before they were agreed upon and before 
they were included in the bill. 

I know Mr. Daley did not imply, but I wanted the committee to 
fully understand, that these were not just liberalizations which 
appeared to us to be warranted. They were all checked with Mr. 
Teague before they were included. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Are there any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, do I understand Mr. Daley or any of 
the other people are going to make any comments with reference to 
specific things that have come up this morning? If not I have some 
questions on 2 or 3 of these things we discussed already this morning 
with the representatives of veterans’ organizations. 

And, first, with reference to the discussions we had with representa- 
tives of the American Legion regarding section 103 (a) on page 24, 
Mr. Daley, I would like to get the position of the VA with reference 
to the meaning of section 103 (c) and whether or not there could be any 
interpretation or regulation carried out under (c) that would conflict 
with the intent of the provision (a) under section 103. 

Mr. Datry. Mr. Sisk, I will ask Mr. Bernstein to comment on that. 

Mr. Brernstern. Mr. Sisk, as I view it, section 103 (a) is designed 
to permit the Administrator to recognize a woman whose marriage is 
not valid. 

Now in determining whether or not it is valid he goes to 103 (c) 
which sets forth the rule for determining validity. If that rule does 
not permit recognition as a valid marriage, he then applies 103 (a). 

Putting it another way, if you adopt the amendment of the Legion 
as I see it, 1 am not sure where you look to determine, in the first in- 
stance, whether the marriage is valid. You can not look to (c) because 
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103 (a) would be excepted. I see no basic conflict, sir, between 103 (a) 
and 103 (c). 

Mr. Sisk. All right. 

As this section 103 is written, then, according to your understanding 
and the situation existed where there was a legal impediment in a 
marriage, but the qualifications as set up in 103 (a) are met, then you 
would pay and saerye a pension or other compensation irrespect ive 
of what provision (c) might say; is that right? 

Mr. Bernstein. Only in so far as the marriage eligibility is con- 
cerned. For example, if there was an income limitation, bar—you 
are just concerned with marriage? 

Mr. Sisk. I said if they met the qualifications, other qualifications, 
but that a legal impediment existed which had heretofore precluded 
the widow qualifying for a pension, that the point that I am par- 
ticularly interested in, and I am a little inclined to agree with the 
Legion on this point, if there is any question in your mind as to the 
fact that (c) could be used to destroy the intent of the act as included 
in 103 “(a). 

Mr. Bernstein. Personally, I do not see that, Mr. Sisk. (c) is 
only used to determine whether or not a marriage is valid. Once you 
cross that hurdle, if it is valid, then 103 (a) is immaterial. If, on the 
other hand, it is invalid, then you have the authority to apply the 
criteria of 103 (a) to determine whether you are going to recognize 
it ae aN its invalidity. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me say this, then. As I understand 103 (c) would 
be used to determine whether or not there was a valid marriage. 

Mr. Bernstein. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Assuming there was not, or assuming there was a legal 
impediment, then 103 (a) would come into force. 

Mr. BernstEIN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Automatically? 

Mr. Bernsrein. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, turning to the discussion which you heard with 
reference to section 505 on page 83 of the proposed legislation, regard- 
ing your interpretation of the recent act regarding veterans who were 
incarcerated for periods of over 60 days, would you make some 
comments? Would one of you gentlemen make some comments as 
to how you have interpreted that, or wherein you determine by law 
the right to set up income limitations? 

Mr. Bernstein. If I may continue, Mr. Sisk, as you see, 505 (a) 
bars the payment to a veteran who is incarcerated for the period 
stated. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

Mr. Bernstein. Subsection (b) then comes along, as I see it, and 
authorizes discretiovarily the Administrator to pay to the wife or the 
children the pension which would have been payable but for the 
incarceration. 

Now, in the regulations, apparently it was decided that in deter- 
mining whether we are going to pay, we are going to applv the same 
income tests as though she were a w:dow, on ‘the ‘theory that if she is 
not needy, we are not going to pay her. That is the theory of the 
regulation, as I understand it. In other words, take the case, and it 
would be an extreme one, where a veteran is drawing a pension and 
his wife has an independent income of a substantial nature. He is 
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then incarcerated. VA then would look into the case to ascertain 
whether they felt his pension was needed to support her. 

In my assumed facts, with substantial other income, VA would not 
pay. If however, her income is negligible, VA would pay. 

(b) Is a dise retionary authority and the regulations are set up 
substantially as indicated. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you 

Mr. Bernste1n. And as I see it, if I may, Mr. Sisk, as I under- 
stand the VF W’s comments, they would desire that the law be made 
mandatory that in all cases where the veteran is incarcerated you 
would automatically pay his pension to his wife. 

Mr. Sisk. If he has a wife or wife and children. 

Mr. BernsteErn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. Would the gentleman yield at this point? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes; I would be glad to. 

Mr. Suurorp. Do you find any language that can be construed to 
make that permissive in the action of the committee of last year? H@ 

Mr. Bernstein. None other than the statute itself, sir, which uses 
the word “may.” ‘There is no requirement that he shall. 

Mr. Suurorp. There is no requirement in the report that would 
indicate the intent of the Congress or the committee? 

Mr. Bernstein. The report, as I believe, sir, suggests the same 
language. Iam reading now from report No. 280 of the current Con- 
gress by this committee on H. R. 71, which became Public Law 85-24 
relating to penal institutions: 

Section 2 of the bill provides that the Administrator may apportion and pay 
to the wife and children of a veteran the pension which such veteran would be 
eligible to receive if he had not been incarcerated in a penal institution. Provi- 
sion is also made for paying to a child or children where the widow is disqualified 
by imprisonment the pension which would be payable if there were no widow. 
Similarly, in the case of a disqualified child, the widow would receive a reduced 
pension. 





The word “may” is used in your committee report as well as the 
statute. 

Mr. Apatr. Before you leave the point 

Mr. Sisk. I have one further question on this point. I just wanted 
to ask you if this section was amended as suggested by the VFW, 
change the word “may” in both (b) and (ec) to “shall” what then 
would be your interpretation and how would you carry out the law? 
What would you understand then to be the intent if the word “may” 
was changed to ‘“shall’’? 

Mr. Bernstern. I am not certain. I gather the intent, but I am 
not sure whether just the substitution of the word would do it. I 
gather the intent of the VF'W is in all cases where you have a pen- 
sioner incarcerated that you would pay the full amount of the pension 
he was getting to his wife, if he has one, or to a child if he has one. 
I do not want to pass exactly on just changing that one word. I guess 
that is their intent. Obviously language could be drafted to accomp- 
lish that intent. Whether the mere substitution of one word in both 
instances would do it, I am not prepared to say. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the feelings on the part of the Veterans’ 
Administration, that there are cases, I am sure there are, where 
because of the independent income on the part of the wife there may 
not be a need, but as a legal matter I am interested, and I am inter- 
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ested as to how the law itself gave to the Veterans’ Administration any 
right of determination on that. I just do not remember that and did 
not understand it at the time we had the discussions on this particular 
act, which, of course, you know occurred last year and it is still fairly 
fresh in your mind. 

Mr. Bernstein. Just the word “may,” Mr. Sisk. For example, 
if you will look at the section on the preceding page, page 82, section 
503: ‘For the purposes of this title in determining annual income the 
Administrator shall not consider” certain items. To me he is pre- 
cluded any discretion in the items listed. He shall not do it. How- 
ever, when you turn over to 505 (b) for example, he may pay, which 
to me is used in a discretionary sense as distinct from mandatory. 

Mr. Sisk. It is your feeling, then, when we left in the word “may” 
we were actually saying to the Administrator “We leave it up to your 
discretion where the need exists for payment of this sum of money’’? 

Mr. Bernstern. That is my understanding; yes, sir, and I do not 
think the VFW will quarrel with that construction. I think they are 
quarreling with the regulations. In other words, I believe the FVW, 
if I understand them correctly, agree the Administrator has the 
authority he is now exercising. But I cannot speak for them. 

Mr. Aparr. I have a question on this point if the gentleman will 
yield. 

Mr. Sisk. I yield. 

Mr. Apair. You gentlemen may not have the information on 
which to answer this question, but here is a specific case that came to 
my attention. 

An inmate of a penal institution wrote my office, and he was 
incarcerated last January, I believe it was, a year ago. 

“My pension was discontinued.”” And he made reference to this 
law. I have forgotten the date, whenever it was. He said: 

I have been supporting 2 children, 2 teen-age children, wholly. Now my pension 
has been cut off and I was not aware that there was any provision in the law by 
which some of this could be diverted to these children. 

And he wrote me simply a matter of inquiry. Now, my question is: 
I have written him for further information, which I do not yet have. 
If his pension was discontinued under the provisions of this act, when 
that is done, does the the Veterans’ Administration make any effort to 
look into the need or the existence of children or to notify the man 
whose pension is discontinued? 

Are you gentlemen able to give me information on that? 

Mr. BernsteIn. I am not aware, Mr. Adair, whether in fact the 
provisions of the regulations require a notification to the pensioner in 
the penal institution of the possibility of a dependent who might be 
needy getting a portion of the pension. 

Mr. Aparr. You see, obviously, his means of learning of the further 
provisions of the act would be distinctly limited. 

Mr. Bernstern. May I suggest that we make inquiry as to our 
procedures and informally advise you? 

Mr. Aparr. Would you do that, please, because I have a pending 
letter. 

Mr. Bernstern. We would be glad to so advise you. 

Mr. Suurorp. This is the question I want to ask: What would be 
the position of the VA if this amendment were adopted or an amend- 
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ment were adopted that would carry out the intent of Congress, as I 
understand it, in the original passage of the bill? 

Mr. Bernstein. I do not believe, Judge, I am in a position to 
answer that question. I think the people here would like to consult 
with those who are administering the law and of course ultimately 
the Administrator and give his reaction. 

Mr. Suurorp. Can you give us that information at some reasonable 
date? 

There were some other suggested amendments by the VFW and 
also by the American Legion. Are you prepared to make any recom- 
mendation now in regard to them? 

Mr. Datry. I will ask Mr. Bland to comment on those, those that 
we are in a position to touch upon, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. I think the only ones we have in writing—do we have 
Mr. Ketchum’s amendments in writing? 

Counsget. We do not have them in writing, sir. I think these 
gentlemen heard them. I made note of them as we went along. 

The first amendment which Mr. Ketchum made reference to was 
the restatement of the Administrator’s authority to consolidate or 
merge offices, which I believe appears on page 36 of the bill. 

It was his point that restatement of this authority might emphasize 
that offices would be closed or suggested that they be closed. 

Mr. Dauny. I think we would feel as to that, Mr. Chairman, that 
the language in the bill is a restatement of existing law with the same 
limitations on that authority as continue in existing law and that with- 
out it in this consolidation act there would be something vitally missing 
from his authority. There was no design to emphasize this any more 
than there is an emphasis on any other section or title or provision 
which tracks existing law. 

Mr. Suurorp. You do not feel that simply restating it reemphasizes 
the act? 

Mr. Datry. We do not think so, Mr. Chairman. 

CounsEL. The next point was reference to the duty of Veterans’ 
Administration to make a compilation of laws from time to time in 
the field of veterans’ affairs. 

Mr. Datey. That original compilation and the supplement were 
prepared back in 1932 and 1937. Since that time, Mr. Chairman, 
there have been a number of compilations prepared under the sponsor- 
ship of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and at the present time 
there is in the Veterans’ Administration a special project which is 
designed to assist in the ultimate codification of all laws pertaining to 
veterans’ affairs which are incorporated in title 38 of the United States 
Code. That project is progressing and it is anticipated that at a future 
date, assuming the enactment of this consolidation act H. R. 9700, 
there would be for preparation a complete compilation, with anaota- 
tions, of all pertinent laws. 

Mr. Suurorp. Under this bill, since it is a recodification and clari- 
fication of various laws, do you think it would be much easier for you 
to get an index of compilation of authorities now than it was before? 

Mr. Dauey. Mr. Chairman, section 5507 of H. R. 9700 provides 
that: “This act shall be printed in slip law form with a comprehensive 
index furnished by the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the House 
of Representatives. However, such comprehensive index shall not 
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be printed in the United States Statutes at Large.”” That index is 
already in preparation. 

Mr. Suurorp. So you think it would make the amendment you 
suggest, change “may” to “shall,” that that would run afoul of the 
section that you just read? 

Mr. Datry. That would seem to be a conflict there in connection 
with section 215 of H. R. 9700. 

Counse.L. The next point Mr. Ketchum raised had to do with the 
current revision of the disability rating schedule, 1945, and the au- 
thority for such revision as contained in this bill. 

Mr. Datey. I will ask Mr. Knapp to comment on that, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Knapp. Mr. Chairman, the bill tracks the existing law with 
respect to authorizing a schedule for rating disabilities and directs 
the Administrator to adjust that schedule from time to time according 
to experience. Through the years, since the present schedule was 
authorized in 1933, the Administrator has issued revisions and 
extensions to that schedule according to experience and changes in 
medical judgment and health conditions generally. 

The bill proposes no change in the existing authority. 

Now, as I recall, the suggestion by the VF W representative is some- 
what in line with the bill that has been recently introduced by Mr. 
Teague, which would freeze the schedule as it exists today. 

Now, that might or might not be beneficial, depending on where 
an individual disabled veteran happens to find himself, because with 
the present administrative flexibility the schedule may be liberalized 
as well as restricted. 

Mr. Suurorp. That is more or less covered by Mr. Teague’s bill, 
H. R. 9730. 

Mr. Knapp. I believe, sir, that is the number of the bill referred to. 
As Mr. Ketchum stated, I believe the current project of giving the 
existing schedule a complete study and analysis as to its adequacy 
has resulted in certain very tentative drafts of changes, which have 
been made available to all of the service organizations to get their 
reaction. Presumably we are getting such reactions and we will 
continue to. 

Further, at the request of Mr. Teague, the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion is making such tentative drafts available to the committee from 
time to time. I think Mr. Teague in his request expressed a very 
definite interest in being kept abreast of what is being proposed and 
what ultimately might be done with respect to particulars of the 
rating schedule. 

Counse.. Mr. Chairman, the other points which Mr. Ketchum 
raised involved matters which the VF W approved. 

Mr. Suurorp. How about the American Legion’s proposal? 

Mr. Buanp. Mr. Chairman, the suggestion of the American Legion 
with reference to paragraph (c) on page 28 was addressed to the pro- 
visions that where a person after December 31, 1956, was discharged 
from active duty he shall be regarded as remaining on active duty at 
least until midnight of the day of his discharge. The Legion desires 
that that be amended to make it retroactive as to service which might 
have been performed at any time back through the years prior to the 
date of the enactment of this bill, although recognizing that benefits 
would not be payable except for a future period. 








CONSOLIDATION OF VETERAN BENEFIT LAWS 2353 


Now, by way of background, that provision was placed into the 
Survivors’ Benefit Act, Public ” Law 881, about 2 years ago, as an 
entirely new provision. 

At that time it was recognized that the service departments had 
different rules on the timing of a man’s discharge. Some of them 
would hold under their regulations that he was discharged as of the 
precise hour of his discharge, maybe 3 o’clock in the afternoon. 
Others followed a rule of thumb that he was discharged as of midnight 
of that day. 

The committee, recognizing that situation, decided that the rule 
should be a uniform one so they adopted the liberal rule, but like the 
other amendment contained in that subsection it was the view of the 
select committee at that time that this should not operate all the way 
back to prio: periods of service. There would be administrative 
difficulties involved in making the precise determinations in all of 
those past cases, for one thing, and as a matter of policy they decided 
that it should be prospective only. 

I cannot say what the position of the Veterans’ Administration 
might be officially on that if a change were made in this bill. I can 
see some merit to it. I can also see that some administrative 
difficulties might be experienced in attempting to adjudicate a com- 
pensation case based upon an incident of this kind that occurred 20 
vears ago, for example. 

Mr. Suurorp. It would not cost the Government anything? 

Mr. BLanp. It would cost the Government very little in my opinion, 
Mr. Chairman. There would be, I think, just a handful of cases 
involved. Iam guessing on that. There could be more cases than I 
imagine, but I do not think the costs would assume major proportions 
of any kind. 

Mr. SHurorp. Then you have one on page 130. 

Mr. Buanp. Page 131 is an item with respect to insurance, and I 
think Mr. Knapp might speak to that. That is the item with reference 
to the issuance of so-called service-disabled insurance in which the 
American Legion recommends that the individual be given at least 1 
vear after notice of the determination of service connection of the 
disability has been issued. I am not informed on the merits of that. 
Perhaps Mr. Knapp could speak to that. 

Mr. Knapp. Well, this provision was placed in the law at the t me 
they withdrew the servicemen’s indemnity coverage of persons while 
in active service and also closed all future applications for the standard 
type of national service life insurance. 

Presumably this committee in enacting Public Law 23, felt that a 
l-year period was entirely adequate for these disabled veterans to 
apply for insurance after separation. 

Certainly, in the normal case, once service connection has been 
determined and an award made on the basis of that determination, 
notice is promptly given to the veteran concerned. 

Now, it may be that there are isolated cases where for one reason 
or other there was a delay on the part of someone concerned in the 
case, as a result of which the veteran did not actually receive notice 
of the award action until some time later. 

Subject to such administrative problems, if any, that might be 
involved in the insurance underwriting, and we would have to look 
into that, on the face of it I see no serious objection to the liberalization 
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suggested, because in most cases the notice of service-connection 
award would be substantially coincidental with the determination. 
It would go out within a matter of a few days. So I think it is 
relatively a minor problem and by the same token would be relatively 
a@ minor change in the law. 

Mr. Suurorp. Gentlemen, it is now 12 o’clock and the House is in 
session. 

There are other amendments on which we would like to get the 
views of the Veterans’ Administration. 

The committee will be in session tomorrow morning at 9:30. If 
you gentlemen can present your views on the several amendments 
after going over them this afternoon, we would appreciate very much 
having the information in the morning. 

Mr. Daxrey. At that time, Mr. Chairman, we would like to give 
you some analysis of the 25-page attachment to our covering letter 
which will give you the highlights of the bill. 

Mr. Suurorp. Yes. Thank you very much. 

The subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:01 p. m., Monday, January 20, 1958, the 
subcommittee recessed to reconvene at 9:30 a. m., Tuesday, Jan- 
uary 21, 1958.) 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 21, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a. m., pursuant to recess in room 
356, Old House Office Building, Hon. George A. Shuford (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Suurorp. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We will continue on from yesterday. We were discussing several 
proposed changes by the VFW and the American Legion. As I 
understood it, you were to get some information for us. Or you 
wanted to get some information for us so that you could present it 
this morning. 

So, we were particularly interested in the bill passed last year. 
I forget the section number here regarding it. It was regarding the 
prisons, Public Law 85-24, where one is sentenced to jail for more 
than 60 days, or rather 61 days. 

Are you prepared this morning to go into that? 


STATEMENTS OF T. F. DALEY, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, R. P. BLAND, HOWARD BERNSTEIN 
AND D. C. KNAPP, DIRECTORS, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS SERVICES 
AND A. T. BRONAUGH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
PROJECTS SERVICE, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Da.ey. Well, Mr. Chairman, of course the recommendation 
that was made yesterday by the service organization was in the 
nature of a request to the Congress to clarify the law or change the 
law in that particular. 

As we stated yesterday, the Veterans’ Administration, the Adminis- 
trator, has interpreted the language of the act, and the legislative 
history, as indicating discretion to determine the merits on the facts 
in particular cases and circumstances. We have made some explora- 
tions with the operating services to ascertain some of the background 
of their thinking. And I am going to ask Mr. Bernstein to give you 
the benefit of that. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Bernstein, you may go ahead. 

Mr. Bernstein. Some time after the regulations were issued by 
the Veterans’ Administration pursuant to this law which is Public Law 
85-24, the VFW, specifically Mr. Jones, who testified yesterday, 
wrote to the Chief Benefits Director, and urged a more liberal regula- 
tion in the area of wives whose husbands are imprisoned. 
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The Chief Benefits Director replied to the effect that as we see it 
the law, specifically subsection 2—A, I believe it is, authorized the 
Administrator to apportion and pay to the wife or child the pension 
otherwise due an imprisoned veteran, that it was a discretionary 

uthority, and that in the light of the fact that pension has always 
been looked upon as a financial program, it would be consistent with 
that approach to see whether the wife or child needed financial 
assistance. 

Further, that if you didn’t do it that way, you would in effect be 
showing a preference to a wife of an imprisoned veteran over the 
widow of a deceased veteran. Under those circumstances, the Chief 
Benefits Director stated that he felt that the regulation was appro- 
priate and a sound one and should be retained. 

That was the last that we have heard of it to my knowledge until 
yesterday’s testimony by the VFW again urging something be done. 

Mr. Suurorp. Did you give any “consideration to the proposed ° 
amendment by the VFW? 

Mr. BernsTeEIn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. By changing the word “may”’ to that of ‘shall’? 

Mr. Bernstein. Yes, sir. If you change the word “may” to 
“shall” in what is now section 405 (b) of the Public Law 85-56, the 
current law on the subject, and presumably as we understand the 
VFW amendment if you would delete the reference to the word 
“apportion,”’ the law now says the Administrator may apportion or 
pay to the wife or the children, it would then read as we understand 
the VFW view: 

The Administrator shall pay to the wife or children the pension which such 
veteran would receive for that period but for this section. 

That change would require that in any case in which a veteran is 
imprisoned and his pension is discontinued because of the i imprison- 
ment then, irrespective of the need of the wife or child, the Veterans’ 
Administration would be required to pay the full pension which the 
veteran could qualify for if he were not in prison. 

Mr. SaHurorp. Do you think that would discriminate against the 
widow of a deceased veteran? 

Mr. Brernstetn. Well there are two areas that occur to us, Judge. 
The widow of a deceased war veteran, in order to qualify, must first 
show that her income is not over a stated amount. If it is not, she 
gets a rate, if it is a widow alone, of $50.40. If you amend the law 
in the manner suggested, in the case of an incarcerated veteran, you 
would pay the wife, irrespective of her income, a rate of either $66.15 
or $78.75 per month, which as you will note is more than the $50.40 
payable to a widow. 

That is the rationale of how you are treating one better than the 
other. 

Mr. Suurorp. I have another question I would like to ask. 

The amount that is paid to the veteran as a pension is not governed 
by the financial status of the wife in any manner, is it? 

Mr. Bernstein. No, sir; it is not. 

Mr. Suurorp. In other words a veteran could receive the $66.15 
or the $78.75 and his wife still have a sufficient amount of money to 
live on anyway? 

Mr. Brernstern. That is possible, sir. 








CONSOLIDATION OF VETERAN BENEFIT LAWS 2357. 


Mr. Suurorp. Regardless of the pension paid to the veteran? 

Mr. BERNSTEIN. Correct, sir. 

Mr. SuHurorp. Any question, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. I would just like to make this one comment, I under- 
stand the position of the Veterans’ Administration on this and in a 
sense it sounds logical and reasonable. Yet on the other hand as I 
see this situation, if because the veteran was incarcerated in a prison 
say, for a rather lengthy term, for example, and the wife divorces the 
veteran because of that, of course then she would no longer be in a 
position to receive this pension irrespective of her income, isn’t that 
correct? 

Mr. Bernstern. She wouldn’t be his wife, that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. She would cease to be his wife. 

In other words, to me it is a different proposition than to a widow 
of a deceased veteran. If then she continues to be his wife and con- 
tinues to maintain a home, assuming that she is working and has no 
children and making $150 a month, if she is attempting to remain as 
his wife and maintain a home which he would hope to come back to, 
I still feel that it falls in an entirely different field and would not be fair 
to deny her the use of that money even though she is earning $1,800 
a year because of the fact that she is continuing in an attempt to hold 
together a family or a home for him to return to. 

Now, that is my interpretation, and one of the reasons of course 
that I am a little concerned under a strict interpretation of the $1,400 
limitation. And where I feel that it is in an area that is not neces- 
sarily discriminatory against a widow of a deceased veteran where 
certainly she has no point in retaining a home which he would return 
to because there is no one to return. 

You see the point 1 am making? 

Mr. Bernstein. In that connection I can see two types of cases, 
a short-term imprisonment and a long-term imprisonment. As a 
practical matter a man who is sentenced to life, for example, is for all 
practical purposes pretty close to a deceased veteran so far as the 
widow or wife is concerned. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that. But now to what extent are these 
factors being considered by the Veterans’ Administration in a deter- 
mination of whether or not they pay the pension; or is the Veterans’ 
Administration simply using a strict rule of $1,400 and $2,700 under 
the income limitations and considering no other aspect? 

Mr. Br RNSTEIN. The regulations provide for the latter rule. 

Mr. Sisk. You see, to me that is the thing that makes it unfair. 

Mr. BERNSTEIN, Two thoughts occur to me in that connection, 
Mr. Sisk. The first is that basically I don’t believe that the pension 
to the veteran is intended to fully support him. Sixty-six dollars and 
fifteen cents a month to a married veteran certainly isn’t going to sup- 
port a family. The second thought is that the family expenses are 
reduced when the veteran is incarcerated at least to the extent, if 
nothing more, of his subsistence. He is being supported while in an 
institution by the institution at public expense. 

Those two thoughts occur to me in connection with your general 
observation of maintaining the household. 

Mr. Sisk. Well, I appreciate that. And probably you are right. 
I was led to sy mpathize with your position yesterday after a closer 
explanation. 








errene- mene 





2358 CONSOLIDATION OF VETPRAN BENEFIT LAWS 


However, I know cases—I happen to be aware of 1 case where, 
for example, a lady is making $150 a month—that is $1,800 a year— 
and the man is in prison for 1 year on a particular type of crime. 
Now, she continues to maintain the home and attempts to pay the 
taxes and do all the other things that are necessary to maintain a 
home because he is coming home in a year, and because she is making 
$1,800 instead of $1,300, she is denied this $66 or whatever the pen- 
sion amounts to in this case, which could be very helpful. 

The reason that I was concerned is I think that just a flat rule of 
the income limitation in this instance is not necessarily equitable in 
all cases. Now maybe there is no other way. Maybe you think 
that it would be unfair to give the enforcing officer, that is, the one 
who makes the determination, the flexibility which would permit him 
to take into account other things. 

Mr. Sisk. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Adair? 

Mr. Aparr. Mr. Chairman, not a question, but just a little dis- 
course upon this matter of pensions to people who are incarcerated. 

I mentioned yesterday that I had such a matter in my office. 
And upon returning to my office I went through the file again and 
was impressed by an ingenious argument that one of the regional 
offices, I believe, had put forth. 

Now, I don’t have a great deal of information on this case, as I 
said then. I am seeking—I don’t know how long the man is im- 
prisoned for nor do I know the offense. He didn’t state those when 
he wrote. Neither do I know if he had a wife. He did say he had 
two teen-age children that he had been supporting. 

Now, bis request for a pension has been denied, and the letter that 
I got was a little vague and I reread it several times. But the argu- 
ment seemed to run like this. And I thought it was ingenious, if 
nothing else. One of the reasons that this man, the prisoner had been 
granted a pension was because he wasn’t able to have gainful em- 
ployment before his imprisonment and therefore he was felt to be 
physically disabled and therefore for other reasons a pension was 

iven. 
. Now, when he is in prison, the reason that he is not working is not 
his physical condition, but the fact that he is in prison. Therefore, 
he is no longer entitled to a pension. Therefore, his children are no 
longer entitled to a pension. 

That was the argument that seems to be set forth in the case that 
I have. 

Mr. Datey. That was the argument given by the regional office? 

Mr. Aparr. As I read the letter, and I read it with care. But 
that is the way it seems to go. 

I am going into the case in more detail. 

Mr. Bernstern. Incidentally, Mr. Adair, we passed on your 
interest in the matter to the Department of Veterans Benefits and 
requested them to apprise you of the practice regarding notification 
as you requested. And I would venture that you will receive a com- 
munication within the next day or two telling you about that. 

Mr. Aparr. I appreciate that. And I will take this up in more 
detail when I have more knowledge myself. But I did have to say 
the writer of that letter was both evasive and ingenious. 

Mr. Datey. I think I can vouch for his ingenuity. 
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Mr. Chairman, would it be appropriate if we were to pursue 

Mr. SHurorp. Yes. We had ‘eckdes discussion several amendments 
and we would like to see what you have to say regarding those. 

Mr. Datey. Mr. Chairman, we have not had an opportunity to 
explore those items to the fullest. They more or less represent pro- 
posals for changes in the law which in the normal course would have 
to be formalized, as we see it, and proceed through the reaction stage 
in the Veterans’ Administration from the operating service concerned ; 
thence to the Administrator; and thence in accordance with our 
executive branch instructions to the Bureau of the Budget for appro- 
priate clearance. So I was wondering, Mr. Chairman, whether you 
wanted to incorporate in this cuenilains measure matters of that 
kind when you consider that, by and large, this is designed to be, and 
intended, as a committee project, to be a restatement of the law, 
existing law, plus such items as have by committee decisions thus far 
been adopted as making for equality and uniformity. 

So it would seem that there is a serious question as to whether or 
not this vehicle should be implemented for the purpose of providing 
something new and untoward. 

Mr. Suurorp. As I understand your statement, it is to the effect 
that you have examined the statute as it is prepared and you have 
made a recommendation or have given a report on this section, on 
this new proposed law; that you have not had time or sufficient amount 
of time to go into the several amendments that were proposed by the 
service organizations as of yesterday. 

And to do that, that you would require clearance both in your re- 
gional offices or your—and also your 

Mr. Datey. Not the regional offices. 

Mr. Suurorp. Your operating services, and also it would have to 
be cleared by the Bureau of the Budget before you can make a 

Mr. Daury. Formalized commitment. 

Mr. Suurorp. Formalized report as to these amendments? 

Mr. Datey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. And it is your suggestion that in view of that that 
you withhold any statement at this time until such a clearance is 
obtained. And it is your thought that maybe the bill as written 
now should be enacted? I may be putting words into your mouth. 
But if any amendment is proposed, that it should be done later when 
you could make a report upon a particular type of legislation. 

Mr. Datey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. That in effect is our position. 
And we feel that anything in the nature of new law should take its 
course as a legislative proposal, an integrated single legislative pro- 
posal to be processed and cleared in the usual manner, with the 
introduction of an appropriate bill. 

Mr. SuHurorp. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Apatr. Mr. Chairman, I think we would probably all agree 
with that general premise. Are there any just clerical corrections 
that need to be made, just purely routine? 

It seems if there are that kind, now is the time to get them out, 
and go before the House and say, we have done so and so and so, but 
purely routine and nonpolicy nature. 

CovunsgEL. There will be some of that type of amendment. But 
all of the amendments suggested yesterday by the VFW and the 
American Legion were of a substantive nature, a liberalizing benefit 
of some sort. 
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Mr. Aparr. How many of the clerical technical type of corrections 
would you anticipate there might be? 

CounseEt. I don’t know, Mr. Adair. There are quite a few. 

Mr. Aparr. In the neighborhood of 50? 

CounsEL. Yes. Some of them are typographical or clerical, that 
sort of thing. 

Mr. Apatr. But there are clerical and administrative and we 
would be able to go to the House and say they are just that type. 

Counsex. That is right. And there are a few amendments sug- 
gested by the Treasury yesterday also of a technical nature in the 
administration of the life-insurance funds. That is the only thing 
I can think of in a substantive nature. 

The Bureau of the Budget had nothing to propose as an amendment 
and neither did the General Accounting Office. There are some 
amendments which the Veterans’ Administration thinks should be 
put in of a technical nature, not of a substantive nature. 

Mr. Aparr. Now then, if that is the course that we pursue,‘and if 
this bill becomes law, then isn’t it a little confusing on the other side 
of the coin if we start immediately to amend it? 

CounsEL. Yes, sir. It would, it seems, detract a little from its 
value. But of course all laws are amended and this one would be too. 

Mr. Suvurorp. May I interpose this suggestion. 

I agree with Mr. Adair on that. However, there are certain things 
that an individual member might think should be amended or be cor- 
rected which he would have corrected in the law as it exists now in- 
stead of the compilation. 

So I don’t think that would detract from this statute. But simply 
we enact this if it does become law and the individual member will 
determine then whether or not he would want to put in an amend- 
ment. I didn’t mean to interrupt. 

Mr. Datey. Mr. Chairman, with your permission then, I am go- 
ing to ask Mr. Bland to give you the highlights of the measure as re- 
flected in the extensive attachment to our covering letter. 

Mr. Buanp. This is a rather long document, Mr. Chairman. I 
hope I can brief it down somewhat. 

We have already indicated that essentially this is a restatement of 
the existing law. But there are some relatively minor changes that 
have been introduced into this bill in order to round out and perfect 
the existing law. Many of these changes are intended to bring about 
uniformity and to achieve equity in circumstances about which people 
could not generally argue or with which they would not be disposed 
to find any fault. 

In other words, rather obvious perfecting changes for the most part. 

I want to indicate those as briefly as | may, Mr. Chairman, so that 
the committee will be fully familiar with them. 

I will hit the highlights. One of the more important changes made 
in this legislation is with respect to certain groups of servicemen who 
are not today covered for purposes of all benefits administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration or who have limited coverage for certain 
benefits depending upon the conditions of their service. I want to 
enumerate the groups affected by that category. 

First, National Guard men. ‘Today there is on the books a statute 
which covers National Guard men serving in a State capacity where 
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the service is more or less under the auspices of the Federal Govern- 
ment and paid for by the Federal Government, but not involving a 
call into Federal training, as such. 

That kind of service is performed under various provisions of the 
old National Defense Act which have now been brought forward in 
the codification covering the armed forces 

Mr. Suurorp. May I interrupt there just for one second? 

Does that mean when they have been called into Federal service? 

Mr. Bianp. No. When they are called into Federal service, they 
are on active military service. There is no problem there. These 
situations involve training duty. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, you know that the National Guard 
like the Reserves are required to engage in about 48 drills per year in 
order to maintain their National Guard status. Now, there is a 
special provision of law that says, in effect, that where those National 
Guard men are engaged in that kind of drill or in certain other types of 
purely training duty and they incur a disability or they die from a 
disability, if it is an injury where it is short service, or if it is either a 
disease or injury where it is service of more than 30 days, they will be 
entitled to the same compensation benefits as members of the military 
on extended active service. 

But that provision of law does not, as did a similar provision cover- 
ing members of the Army, Air Force or Naval Reserves on training 
duty, provide that the National Guard men who incur this disability 
will have a general active service status for the purposes of all veterans 
benefits. So that there is today a discrimination with respect to 
certain types of benefits. 

For example, vocational rehabilitation which requires not only en- 
titlement to compensation based upon a service-connected disability, 
but requires that the man must have been in an active service status, 
two requirements. 

Another example is assistance to a double amputee in obtaining 
special housing suited to his needs. Now that is a continuing peace- 
time program as well as a wartime program. And that requires both 
entitlement to compensation and an active service status. 

The reservist today, who is injured while engaged in training duty 
is given an active service status for purposes of those collateral types 
of benefits, but the National Guard men in the situation I have been 
talking about does not enjoy similar coverage. 

This bill would correct that disparity. We should bear in mind, 
Mr. Chairman, that as to the basic readjustment benefits, this con- 
structive active service status does not apply; because this bill would 
require, for purposes of education and training based on Korean 
service or loan guaranty based upon Korean service, that the indi- 
vidual must have been on active duty as defined in this bill. That 
means full extended active duty. 

Another illustration of the kind of coverage that would be afforded 
for the National Guard man by virtue of this active service status 
flowing from the incurrence of a disability on active duty for training 
or inactive duty training would be a status as a “veteran of a war” 
where he served on this kind of training duty during the Korean 
conflict period. That amplifies his coverage for purposes of hospital 
and medical care, for example. 
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Another group as to which the coverage for benefit purposes is 
broadened in this bill, Mr. Chairman, is the group composed of what 
we might call selectees and preinductees. Heretofore a disability 
incurred by persons who have been injured or disabled during the 
period of time after they have been called for Federal duty, but before 
they have actually been accepted and placed on Federal duty, while 
going to or from the pomt of induction or while at the point of induc- 
tion awaiting acceptance has been covered only for certain purposes 
during wartime. 

Those statutes do not, for example, extend to persons presently 
being inducted—draftees under present conditions, or National Guard 
men who are being called but haven’t been mustered in. 

This bill would equalize with respect to that matter. That is a 
policy change, Mr. Chairman, but I think everyone would agree that 
it is an equitable one. 

Another important area of expanded coverage for special groups is 
with respect to cadets and midshipmen at the service academies. 
Heretofore, cadets and midshipmen have been eligible while attending 
the academy for peacetime rates of compensation where that service 
is rendered during a time of peace. Generally, during the time of war 
they also get merely the peacetime rates of compensation 

Mr. Suurorp. May I interpret there. Doesn’t it also provide for 
the new Air Academy? 

Mr. Buanp. Yes, sir, it does, specifically. Generally, cadets and 
midshipmen were not covered for wartime benefits. An exception 
was the World War II group of cadets and midshipmen and there was 
a provision of law which constituted them war veterans for purposes 
of Veterans’ Administration benefits. 

The same was not done for the Korean group of cadets and it was 
not done for the World War I group. This bill would correct that 
inequality by giving cadets and midshipmen, while attending the 
academy, an active service status for purposes of all Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration benefits. 

I might mention in that connection, Mr. Chairman, that this 
wouldn’t affect the existing exclusion, for purposes of of education 
and training under the Veterans’ Administration program, of that 
period of time during which the man attends one of the academies, 

Another expansion of coverage which would be contained in this 
bill is a provision that is in Public Law 881, the Survivor Benefits 
Act, for purposes of dependency and indemnity compensation, a death 
benefit. That law provided that where a person is discharged or 
released from active duty after December 31, 1956—and that was 
the day before that law became effective—he would be deemed to 
continue in an active-service status for such period of time following 
his discharge as the Secretary of the military department established 
to be necessary for his travel home. In some of those cases the person 
is not covered by specific travel orders which keep him in a military 
status. 

Now that was done there for purposes of that benefit. This bill 
would expand it so that the same principle would apply for purposes 
of disability compensation, for example, and various other benefits 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is our feeling that this, too, is an equitable expansion and a 
rather obvious one. 
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Another in that connection, Mr. Chairman, is the provision which 
was placed in Public Law 881 for purposes of the death benefit that, 
regardless of the time of day that a person is discharged, his discharge 
will be deemed effective as of midnight of that day. 

In other words, in any event he would be deemed to have been 
retained in an active service status until midnight of that day even 
though he lived in the same town and there was no travel involved. 
That is limited as we discussed yesterday, to discharges and releases 
after December 31, 1956. And that would cover other types of bene- 
fits than merely the death benefit which was covered by Public Law 
881. 

As I indicated yesterday, the reason the select committee, I believe, 
limited that to future discharges was because of the very difficult 
problems that arise in connection with attempting to reconstruct the 
facts surroufiding a civilian accident which might have occurred back 
in the past, long before that law was enacted. 

Another provision which is quite noteworthy here is the so-called 
portal-to-portal coverage for members of Reserve components. That 
provision was placed in Public Law 881 for purposes of the death bene- 
fit. And it has this effect, Mr. Chairman: There are situations where 
reservists and National Guard men who attend drill or attend other 
training duties and are not covered by specific travel orders which 
place them on an active-duty or a training-duty status during the 
period in which they are going from their homes, let us say, to the 
point of training. That law gave them a training-duty status during 
that period for purposes of an injury resulting in death if the injury 
occurred after December 31, 1956, which was the day before the 
effective date of that law. 

Now, that was quite a broadening of coverage. The Veterans’ 
Administration had some misgivings at that time as to whether or 
not the obligation of the Government extended that far. Never- 
theless it was crystalized into the law and became congressional policy. 
This bill would make a logical extension of the principle by applying 
it likewise to compensation and certain other types of benefits admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

We want to make a special comment, Mr. Chairman, on a provision 
in section 101 (23) (B) of the bill, which defines “inactive duty 
training.”’ 

Mr. Suvurorp. What page is that? 

Mr. Buanp. Page 21. That defines “inactive duty training” to 
include special additional duties authorized for Reserves by an au- 
thority designated by the Secretary concerned and performed by 
them on a voluntary basis in connection with prescribed training or 
maintenance activities of the units to which they are assigned. 

That expanded definition does appear in title 10 of the code today, 
which applies to the Armed Forces. But it probably doesn’t have the 
effect of constituting this type of training for an award of compensa- 
tion, for example, by the Veterans’ Administration, because in the 
same code the provision granting compensation for purposes of inac- 
tive duty training limits that grant to cases where the individual is 
called or ordered to inactive duty training. 

Now, this is apparently to cover the situation where there is no 
specific order. And there may not be the kind of order that covers 
the regular drill situation. But there is, let us say, a general order or 
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general regulation which permits reservists to engage in this purely 
voluntary overtime type of duty, if they want to. 

Mr. Suurorp. In that connection, I know on your reservists, you 
have certain students that go and receive training from the Reserve 
officer. I don’t know that he is a reservist or whether he is in the 
service at all, but he is receiving instructions. He receives no com- 
pensation. 

Would this section cover that? 

Mr. Buianp. No, Mr. Chairman. I think you are talking about the 
ROTC boys. 

Mr. Suurorp. Not necessarily. Well, it is equivalent to the 
ROTC. But it is not in the colleges. It is outside in the oh, Reserve 
officers—some of the Reserve officers instruct those who desire to get in. 

Mr. Buanp. I don’t think so, Mr. Chairman. This is limited— 
these various provisions that we are talking about here are generally 
limited to members of Reserve components, those who have actually 
been enrolled in or commissioned in the Reserve components. 

The point we are making on this particular provision here is that 
probably the present law doesn’t extend this far. This would have 
retroactive effect, not in terms of benefits payable, but in terms of the 
service period covered. 

We would expect to have considerable difficulties in reconstructing 
the facts in these voluntary training cases and we have some fears 
about whether the necessary controls will be exercised by the service 
departments to insure that in practically all cases this is a perfectly 
legitimate type of training. 

However, we are just making a record of the fact that those diffi- 
culties may be encountered, Mr. Chairman. The Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration has stated in its report that it is not objecting to this provision. 

One other small item, and I believe that I have covered most of the 
provisions concerning special groups, save a particular one that we 
have made somewhat extensive comments upon. 

Section 3105 of the bill extends the existing provision of law which 
authorizes retired members of the Military Establishment to waive a 
part of their retirement pay in order to receive compensation from the 
Veterans’ Administration. It extends that to commissioned officers 
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey and the Public Health Service. 1 
think that today, based upon wartime service situations, some of them 
may already be covered for that privilege, but not all. This would 
expand the coverage to include all of them. I believe that those 
groups have similar retirement rights to the rights enjoyed by members 
of the Military Establishment proper. 

The special provision I just mentioned, which we have commented 
on at some length, Mr. Chairman, was mentioned yesterday. That is 
the provision in title XVI and in title XVIII of the bill, which are the 
titles dealing with education and training and with loan guaranty, 
covering the group of ROTC graduates in 1954 classes for whom the 
Air Force could not provide commissions in the Air Force Reserve as 
had been the practice and had been expected. 

Mr. Apair. How many men is that? 

Mr. Buanp. Mr. Adair, there were about 3,000, I believe, or more; 
perhaps 4,500 in the entire group. The problem has arisen particu- 
larly with respect to those who were given the opportunity to accept 
a commission in the District of Columbia National Guard and be 
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called to extended active training duty as National Guard men for a 
period of 3 years as an alternative to being drafted, for example, or 
enlisting. About 1,500 of those served for a few months prior to the 
Korean cutoff date which was January 31, 1955. In view of the fact 
that the law relative to education and training requires that there 
must have been an active service status, these people aren’t eligible 
for that education and training today. And I believe the same is 
true with respect to loan-guaranty benefits predicated upon Korean 
service. 

Previously, there were introduced bills on the House side and on 
the Senate side to give them this coverage and to include various 
other types of readjustment benefits. The position of the Veterans’ 
Administration in reporting upon those bills to this committee was 
that a plausible case, a pretty good case, could be made out for that 
coverage because these people ‘had expected to be placed on active 
duty. They were performing, in general, the type of service in the 
training duty that they would have per formed as reservists had they 
been commissioned and called to extended active service; a pretty 
good case could be made for giving them readjustment benefits to 
the extent that they served on the training duty as National Guard 
men during the Korean conflict period. 

On the other hand it was recognized that this was a problem that 
went basically to military status; that perhaps military benefits 
were involved; that perhaps other training situations should be care- 
fully compared. 

Therefore, the Veterans’ Administration always suggested that this 
was a matter, perhaps primarily, for the Department of Defense, and 
asked that reports be obtained from that Department, on this problem. 

CounseL. Might I add something there? 

Mr. SHuForD. Yes. 

CounsE.. This really, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, results from a mistake on the part of the Defense Department. 
The Department exceeded its ceiling or got up to the place where 
they couldn’t appoint any more officers. And these were men who 
had been trained as pilots. Many of them had the alternative at the 
end of this training of either going back to an enlisted man status or 
being drafted or taking a commission in the District of Columbia Air 
National Guard. And by so doing, taking the latter course, they got 
none of the veteran benefits which the same people in the same class 
who were more fortunate to get a commission, did get. 

It was a mistake on the part of the Department of Defense and not 
an individual who failed to act. 

Mr. Sisk. And the provision under discussion in this bill now makes 
the regular benefits apply to this group. 

CounseE.. That is right. 

Mr. Buanp. They were already covered for certain benefits such as 
compensation. But I believe this gives them substantially complete 
coverage as far as Veterans’ Administration benefits are concerned. 
There may be other readjustment benefits that are not covered. 

Counsex. That is the only cost item in the bill. 

Mr. Bianp. That is a matter of policy tor the committee’s deter- 
mination. The Veterans’ Administration has taken a rather neutral 
position on it in the past because it concerns military status. 
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Mr. Aparr. How much cost is involved? 

Mr. Buanp. We have estimated the cost, Mr. Adair, for the overall 
with respect to education and training and loan guaranty as approxi- 
mately a million, two hundred thousand. That is total throughout 
the years. 

In any one year it would not exceed $480,000. It would probably 
build up gradually. There are certain changes in the title VII dealing 
with insurance matters, Mr. Chairman. And if Mr. Knapp would 
care to explain those, I am sure he could do a better job of it than I 
can, because I am not very familiar with them. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Knapp? 

Mr. Knapp. Mr. Chairman, as you know, there are two basic 
Government insurance programs. One, the United States Government 
life insurance for World War I groups, and two, the national service 
life-insurance program for World War II and subsequent period. 
The bill restates all of the major currently applicable provisions of 
both basic laws. 

That is to say, those provisions which are generally needed for 
administering and carrying out requirements under the insurance con- 
tracts and under the programs generally. There are no restrictive 
provisions in the bill as compared to the existing law. There are some 
provisions, particularly in the old World War Veterans Act which set 
up the United States Government life-insurance program, which are 
substantially executed or are of very limited application today. Also, 
under national service life insurance, there are certain provisions of 
limited application, dealing with gratuitous insurance which was 
made available to a certain group early in the World War II period, 
that are not carried forward in this bill. 

However, there is a very broad and sweeping savings provision in 
section 788 of the bill, on page 160. That section provides that 
nothing in this act or any amendment or repeal made by it, shall 
affect any right, remedy, lability, authorization, or requirement per- 
taining to Government insurance, the respective insurance funds, or 
the insurance appropriations authorized or prescribed under the 
provisions of the War Risk Insurance Act, the World War Veterans 
Act, 1924, the National Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, or any 
related act, which was in effect on December 31, 1958. This broad 
provision is specifically designed to avoid any possibility that any 
existing right, liability, and so forth, under contracts of insurance or 
under the insurance laws generally could be adversely affected. 

Mr. Suurorp. You think that section is broad enough to cover all 
cases? 

Mr. Knapp. The Veterans’ Administration was pleased, in this 
title, to participate a little more directly in the basic drafting of the 
bill because it was recognized by the committee staff and the legis- 
lative counsel’s office that in this area we are dealing with contracts 
which may not, constitutionally, be impaired, and therefore it is 
desirable and necessary that we be very cautious in restating the law. 

We believe that the insurance laws are properly restated in this 
bill. Now, I have said that there are no restrictive provisions. On 
the other hand, there are a few areas in which certain liberalizations 
have been proposed, basically for the sake of uniformity. For ex- 
ample, under the National Service Life Insurance Act today, a veteran 
coming out of service with a service-connected disability may, as was 
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pointed out yesterday, secure service-disabled insurance. However, 
he must apply within 1 year from the date that the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration has determined that he has a service-connected disability. 
Cases have arisen in which the veteran, when he came out of service 
or shortly thereafter, was or became incompetent and a guardian may 
not have been appointed promptly or perhaps at all. In such cases 
the veteran was not in a position to assert his rights within the time 
limitation and as a result a number of incompetent veterans have been 
denied this postservice disabled insurance. To correct this situation, 
the bill provides that notwithstanding the 1-year period from the date 
of service-connection determination, if a veteran was incompetent 
during any period of that year, he will have 1 year from the date a 
guardian is appointed in his case or 1 year from the time that he 
regains his competency. 

We believe this is an equitable and meritorious extension. 

Mr. Suurorp. In connection with that, is there any provision in 
the bill for giving—for presently giving notice to the incompetent or 
to the incompetent’s guardian of a change in the status, or change in 
his ability to obtain that insurance? 

Mr. Knapp. No, Mr. Chairman, the bill does not contain any 
specific provision for that. 

Mr. Suurorp. Could that be arranged administratively? 

Mr. Knapp. I would feel that a be appropriate and very likely 
will be a procedure that will be developed in the administration of 
the bill, if it is enacted. 

Mr. Suurorp. I think it would be highly advisable to do that. 
Because the guardian having once been notified that the statute has 
run against him would probably overlook the present law or any 
change in it, or liberalization of it and fail to make his application 
within the proper time now. 

Mr. Knapp. That is very possible. 

A second liberalization is in the area of United States Government 
life insurance. Prior to Public Law 881, the Survivor Benefits Act, 
if any term policy expired at the end of a 5-year term period while 
the insurance was lapsed, the insurance was lost and it was impossible 
to reinstate or renew that insurance. To afford relief in that type of 
situation, particularly where the lapse occurred in the last couple of 
months, through inadvertance or lack of full understanding of the 
situation, Public 881 amended the National Service Life Insurance 
Act to provide that if any term policy lapses in the 59th or 60th 
month—that is, either of the last 2 months of the 5-year period—then 
notwithstanding that lapse, the insured may renew the insurance for 
another term and reinstate it. This bill would extend that type of 
provision to United States Government life insurance as to which 
there are about 20,000 term policies still in effect. 

We believe this is a desirable extension of the same principle now 
applicable to national service life insurance. 

A second liberalization of the United States Government. life- 
insurance program concerns the use of dividends to pay premiums, 
Some years ago this committee acted favorably on a bill dealing with 
national service life insurance which provided that in the absence of 
a request that a dividend be paid in cash, any dividend declared 
ihe be used as necessary for the payment ‘of premiums to prevent 
apse 
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That was Public Law 36 of the 82d Congress. This bill would 
extend that principle to United States Government life. The bill as 
drafted would extend it in the same language as now appears under 
the National Service Life Insurance Act. The Veterans’ Administra- 
tion has painted out in its report that we endorse the principle, but in 
view of certain distinctions in the programs, among which are special 
and termination dividends under United States Government life in- 
surance, we have suggested some slight change in the language of the 
provision which will be incorporated for United States Government 
life insurance. 

The final liberalization, which is very minor in character, deals 
with the per diem authorized for certain part-time and fee-basis em- 
ployees of the Veterans’ Administration when they are ordered to 
report as witnesses in Government insurance suits. 

The existing provision which was put into the law in 1930 provides 
a maximum per diem of $20 per day. This bill in restating that pro- 
vision increases the maximum allowance to $50 per day. 

Mr. Knapp. It is obvious that what was an appropriate maximum 
per diem 27 years ago is inadequate today. The Veterans’ Admin- 
stration recognizes that and is in favor of this increase. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that covers the liberalizations in the 
insurance title of the bill. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you very much indeed. 

You have given a very clear explanation. 

Mr. Daley, is there anything further? 

Mr. Datey. Mr. Bland has several other items that he would like 
to communicate to the Chair. 

Mr. Buanp. Continuing on, Mr. Chairman, with some other per- 
fecting changes 

Mr. Suurorp. Just a minute. About how much longer will you 
take on this? Mr. Sisk made some commitments in the Interior 
Committee. 

Mr. Buianp. I can brief this and do the job in 15 minutes. If I do 
a complete job, it will take 30. It is just a question of whether or not 
the committee would be pleased to have it orally explained or would be 
content to check the report. 

Mr. Suurorp. I suggest without objection, we will put the state- 
ment in the record so that we would all have the benefit of reading it. 
Suppose you brief it somewhat if you can—our time is limited. We 
are not trying to cut you off. 

Mr. Buanp. Not at all. | appreciate that. 

Mr. Suurorp. We want to go to the bottom of this, but Mr. Sisk 
does have an engagement in the Interior Committee. He feels he 
must be there right now. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Buanp. There are 3 or 4 items here, Mr. Chairman, that I] 
won’t go into, which represent minor changes the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration had previously proposed to the Congress, some of which have 
actually been approved by this committee. I think they speak for 
themselves in the report and will offer no problem to this committee. 
I can enumerate them, if you wish? 

Mr. SuHurorp. That won’t be necessary. 

Mr. Buianp. Getting down now, Mr. Chairman, to some specific 
suggestions that have been made: In the title VI provisions relating 
to hospital and medical care—— 
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Mr. Suurorp. What page? 

Mr. Buanp. Section 610 is the one we have particularly in mind. 
Page 99. 

We believe that what we have to suggest is a logical extension of 
what the committee did in the enactment of Public Law 85-56. 
Previous to that time retired personnel of the military forces hadn’t 
enjoyed the same coverage for purposes of hospital and medical care 
from the Veterans’ Administration as veterans who had been dis- 
charged or released from the service. That law had the effect of 
broadening their coverage. For example, to cover a member of the 
military retired for disability, he was equated by that law with a 
veteran discharged for disability. And that is a basis for—that is one 
basis for outpatient treatment, for example, or for hospital care. 

It also had the effect of qualifying a retired member for outpatient 
treatment for any war-service-connected disability even though he 
had not been discharged from the service and even though he was not 
receiving compensation from the Veterans’ Administration. 

So that the disparity previously existing was largely ironed out by 
that law. However, today there are certain situations, particularly 
those involving a peacetime service-connected disability, that depend 
upon whether a person is in receipt of compensation from the VA. 
That becomes a basis of eligibility. 

And there are retired personnel who can not meet that condition 
because they were retired for length of service or for age, as reservists. 
They don’t have the privilege of waiving a part of their retirement 
pay in order to receive an equivalent amount of compensation, which 
privilege is enjoyed today by members of the Regular Establishment 
retired for any reason and members of the Reserves retired only for 
disability incurred in the service. 

So that some of these reservists retired for length of service, let us 
say, can’t waive their retirement pay, a part of it, in order to qualify 
for this hospital and medical care benefit involving a peacetime 
disability. The only way that they can qualify is to waive their 
entire amount of retirement pay in order to accept compensation. 

That, of course, is not feasible because compensation is a lesser sum 
of money. 

The Veterans’ Administration is suggesting for the consideration 
of the subcommittee a slight broadening of this coverage to include 
those persons who but for their retirement would be entitled to receive 
compensation from the VA, instead of requiring specifically receipt 
of compensation as a basis for outpatient treatment or hospital care 
for a peacetime-service-incurred disability. 

That is a question of policy but we view it as a rounding out of the 
picture which was drawn by Public Law 85-56. 

Mr. Suvrorp. About how many individuals do you think would be 
effected? 

Mr. Buanp. I have gone into that and have been unable to find out 
how many it would affect. 

Mr. Suurorp. You don’t know what it will cost? 

Mr. Buanp. We are reasonably certain that the cost would be 
nominal, very small. We can’t estimate the precise cost dollarwise, 
but we are quite certain that the first year cost would be—in our report 
we have stated it would be negligible. 

Another item that the Veterans’ Administration has suggested 
which is of some importance is this: In section 1801 (a) (2), page 246 
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of the bill, we find the provisions covering for loan guaranty purposes 
the unremarried widow of a veteran who served during the World 
War II or the Korean conflict period. There is nothing spelled out 
in that title with respect to the marriage date requirements. 

And for purposes of compensation and other benefits those require- 
ments have been specifically stated in the particular titles. 

We feel that the eligibility of the widow should not be greater for 
purposes of the loan-guaranty benefit than she would have for pur- 
poses of death compensation, for example. And we are suggesting, 
although it might be restrictive in a possible case, a very rare case, 
and it might be libelizing in another possible rare case, we are suggest- 
ing for uniformity of treatment that there be a little amendment in 
that subsection which would insert in line 20 after the words “such 
widow”’ the words, “‘is eligible for death compensation or dependency 
and indemnity compensation by reason of such death and.” In that 
connection, Mr. Chairman, we find that this subsection doesn’t spe- 
cifically cover the case where the man died while he was still serving 
rather than from service causes after he was separated. 

That is spelled out in the present law and should be spelled out here. 
It could be done by a very simple amendment I believe, changing the 
word ‘‘veteran”’ in line 19 to ‘‘person.”’ 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, we had suggested previously as to a 
previous draft of the bill which used ‘‘person” that it be changed to 
“‘veteran’’ in order to assure that the individual must have been dis- 
charged under the proper conditions. But now if the other amend- 
ment is put in, that takes care of the discharge requirement and to 
satisfy the problem I have just raised, we think it should go back to 
“person.” 

One other thing. Beginning at the bottom of page 253, subsec- 
tion 1804 (c) deals with the requirement that at the time a veteran 
applies for a loan, for the purchase or construction of residential 
property, and at the time the loan is closed he shall certify that he 
intends to occupy the property as his home. That subsection is a 
precise restatement of existing law, an amendment placed into the 
law a short while ago by Public Law 898 of the 84th Congress. 

That contains no exception whatever. There have been a few 
instances in which hardships have resulted to lenders where the vet- 
eran in good faith intended to occupy the property and did in fact 
move into the property immediately upon the closing of the loan or 
perhaps was already in the property. Through inadvertence and 
oversight, the procurement of the necessary certification and forward- 
ing to the VA was not accomplished. The VA was precluded by the 
present law and would be by this subsection, from issuing a certificate 
of guaranty. It is the view of the operating people who have had 
experience under this, that the Congress might well desire to consider 
an authorization for waiver by the Administrator where it is shown 
that the parties acted in good faith and that the veteran in fact did 
occupy the property, as owner, pursuant to the transaction. 

Now, that is a policy matter for the consideration of the com- 
mittee. We think it is a perfecting link, more or less in the nature 
of a procedural matter rather than a basic change in the substantive 
law. 

CounseL. You remember this question came up in the DeWitt 
and Rearich case, which both of you heard before the Housing 
Subcommittee. It was written in after those hearings. 
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Mr. Buanp. One other little change that I might mention is in the 
provision with respect to the direct loan fund. I won’t attempt 
now to identify the precise spot. There is a provision in the present 
law that not later than June 30, 1958, any money in the special 
deposit not necessary for liquidation shall be returned to miscellane- 
ous receipts of the Treasury. 

Now, that was an oversight. That should have been June 30, 
1959. In the enactment of Public Law 1020, which extended the 
direct loan program to June 30, 1958, this date change was not made. 

It is important for the reason that the law authorizes not merely 
the making of loans up to June 30, 1958, but the processing there- 
after of commitments made up to that date. 

If all of this money had to be turned in as of that precise date, 
there wouldn’t be any money left with which to process previously 
made commitments. This is a perfecting change. 

Mr. Chairman, just one other thing that we want to invite the 
attention of the committee to, and we won’t spell it out here. That 
is the effect of the savings provisions in the latter part of the bill, 
which we hope the committee will have an opportunity to read and 
think about. 

We believe those savings provisions are highly advisable. Our 
report does, and perhaps the committee report should, spell out in 
some detail the exact intention involved in those provisions. 

Mr. SHurorp. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Buanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. The statement on which 
my remarks have been based is a part of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion report on the bill. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Suurorp. Your report will be included in the file. 

Mr. Buanp. Thank you, sir 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Daley, is there any other statement that you 
wish to make? 

Mr. Datey. | think that concludes our presentation subject to your 
restrictions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suurorp. Any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding this complete 
statement will be printed in the record? 

Mr. SHurorp. Yes. It will be included in the record. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you. 

Mr. Suurorp. We certainly appreciate your coming up and giving 
us this view of the bill and the changes that have taken place in it and 
your suggested amendments. They have been very helpful to the 
committee. We appreciate it very much. We are sorry we couldn’t 
get it done yesterday. But you have helped us out this morning 
tremendously. 

Thank you very much indeed. 

Mr. Datey. We appreciate your courtesy and indulgence, Mr. 
Chairman. I just want to suggest the probability that with a bill of 
this magnitude entailing such an extensive amount of work, that there 
will perhaps be some further revisions and changes as it progresses. 

Mr. Suurorp. Thank you very much. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 10:47 a. m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 9:30 a. m., Wednesday, January 22, 1958.) 
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